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Individuals differ in their personality and vocational interests with substantial consequences for 
major life outcomes. This dissertation includes two studies that examine personality and interest 
development from adolescence to young adulthood. Study one examined three types of 
continuity and change in interests and personality. Study two extended these analyses to a new 
sample while also examining long-term associations with career success. Both studies used 
longitudinal data from samples of Icelandic youth (N1 = 485; N2 = 1,290) who responded to 
measures of the Big 5 traits and RIASEC interests. Study one revealed that within-person 
changes in interests and personality traits co-occur in general and specific ways. Changes in 
general factors of personality and interests were moderately related, yet stronger correlated 
changes were found among specific personality–interest pairs that share situational content. 
Study two revealed three additional findings. First, vocational interests were slightly more stable 
than personality traits across adjacent waves, but were equally stable across the full study. 
Second, there were distinct patterns of mean-level change in interests and personality. Whereas 
mean-levels of personality traits tended to increase with age, mean-levels of vocational interests 
either remained constant or decreased slightly. For the most part, gender differences in mean-
levels of interests and personality traits decreased with age. The third major finding from study 
two was that adolescent levels of interests and personality were meaningfully associated with 
career attainment over a decade later. Furthermore, changes in personality traits were also 
moderately correlated with certain aspects of career success. In sum, this dissertation shows that 
vocational interests and personality traits are powerful predictors of career outcomes that develop 
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Personality traits and vocational interests capture different aspects of human individuality 
that intersect in certain ways. Vocational interests refer to enduring preferences for what people 
like to do, and personality traits refer to how people think, feel, and behave across situations 
(McCrae & Costa, 2008; Rounds & Su, 2014). Both aspects of psychological functioning have 
been the focus of considerable developmental research that documents changes in mean-levels 
and retest stability over time (e.g., Hoff, Briley, Wee, & Rounds, 2018; Low, Yoon, Roberts, & 
Rounds, 2005; Roberts & DelVecchio, 2000; Roberts, Walton, & Viechtbauer, 2006). Yet, few 
longitudinal studies have examined interests and personality traits together. Little is known about 
developmental relations between interests and personality, how they change together over time, 
and the extent to which interest and personality changes matter for career outcomes.  
The current dissertation addresses this gap by examining continuity and change in 
interests and personality from late adolescence to young adulthood in samples of Icelandic youth. 
Study one uses four waves of longitudinal data from sample 1 (N = 485) collected over an eight-
year period. Three types of continuity and change are examined. First, study one compares the 
rank-order stability of RIASEC vocational interests (Holland, 1997) to the Big Five personality 
traits. Next, mean-level changes are investigated in interests and personality traits while 
considering potential gender differences. Third, a series of latent growth curve models are 
applied to estimate intercorrelations between personality and interests in terms of levels and 
slopes, that is, correlated change. These models examine the extent to which personality and 
interest dimensions are related within and between individuals over time (Allemand & Martin, 
2017). By taking an integrative perspective, study one describes the developmental structure of 
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two important domains of human individuality (Lubinski, 2000; Sackett, Lievens, Van 
Iddekinge, Kuncel, 2017). 
Study two was conducted with additional waves of longitudinal data that included 
measures of career success during young adulthood. The data from study two partially overlaps 
with study one. Specifically, study two uses five waves of longitudinal data from sample 1 (N1 = 
485) and three waves of longitudinal data from sample 2 (N2 = 1,290). The first set of analyses 
investigative how interests and personality traits develop from late adolescence to young 
adulthood in terms of rank-order stability and mean-level change. Because the first four waves of 
data from sample 1 are used in both studies, these analyses partially reproduce the findings from 
study one. Nonetheless, study two included substantially more data and covers a longer period of 
development. Study two therefore contributes a more extensive analysis of rank-order stability 
and mean-level change in vocational interests and personality.  
Building on the descriptive analyses, the second set of analyses in study two examine 
associations between career outcomes and levels and changes in interests and personality. In 
other words, study two investigates whether changes in interests and personality traits predict 
career success over and above their starting levels from late adolescence. Five aspects of career 
success are considered: degree attainment, occupational prestige, income, career satisfaction, and 
job satisfaction. The overall goal of these analyses is to better understand how interests and 
personality traits can be supported to develop in positive ways during young adulthood.  
This dissertation is organized so that each study is self-contained within its own chapter. 
Chapter 2 includes the Introduction, Method, Results, and Discussion sections from study one. 
Chapter 3 contains these same sections for study two. Chapter 4 includes an integrated 





Developmental Structure of Personality and Interests 
Individual differences in personality and interests have substantial consequences for 
major life outcomes (Nye, Su, Rounds, & Drasgow, 2012; 2017; Ozer & Benet-Martínez, 2006; 
Roberts, Kuncel, Shiner, Caspi, & Goldberg, 2007; Stoll et al., 2017; Su, 2012). Previous studies 
on the relations between vocational interests and personality have primarily focused on cross-
sectional correlations among Holland’s (1997) RIASEC categories and the Big Five traits. Three 
meta-analyses on this topic led to similar conclusions (Barrick, Mount, & Gupta, 2003; Larson, 
Rottinghaus, & Borgen, 2002; Mount, Barrick, Scullen, & Rounds, 2005). In all three meta-
analyses, 4 of the 30 possible personality-interest pairs had robust, positive correlations (with r’s 
exceeding .25): extraversion-social, extraversion-enterprising, openness-artistic, and openness-
investigative. Conscientiousness also showed moderate, positive correlations with conventional 
interests (r = .19 in Barrick et al., 2003 and in Mount et al., 2005; r = .25 in Larson et al., 2002). 
In contrast, agreeableness and emotional stability were generally not strongly correlated with 
RIASEC interest dimensions. Overall, these findings suggest that three of the Big Five traits are 
associated with vocational interests in cross-sectional studies of college students and adults.  
Beyond cross-sectional associations, it is also important to consider developmental 
relations between interests and personality. Several influential theories have argued that interests 
and personality traits change together over the course of development (e.g., Ackerman, 1996; 
Corno, Cronbach et al., 2002; Hogan, 1983; Kandler, Zimmermann, & McAdams, 2014; Roberts 
& Wood, 2006; Schmidt, 2014; Snow, Corno, & Jackson, 1996; Wrzus & Roberts, 2016). 
Although these integrative theories differ in their focus, they all predict some degree of 
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correlated change between interests and personality. Correlated change refers to similarity in 
how individuals change in different attributes. Positive correlated change between a personality 
trait (e.g., extraversion) and interest category (e.g., enterprising) indicates that individuals tend to 
change in the same direction in these two domains, while negative correlated change indicates 
that changes occur in the opposite direction. The magnitude and direction of correlated change 
between different pairs of interests and personality traits depends on the extent to which they are 
affected by similar developmental processes (Allemand & Martin, 2017).   
Wrzus and Roberts’ (2016) theoretical model of developmental processes (TESSERA; 
Triggering situations, Expectancy, States/State expressions, and Reactions) specifically 
addresses the issue of correlated change between personality and motivational variables 
(including interests). According to the model, triggering situations are the key link between 
personality and interest development. Triggering situations may include daily events, repeated 
experiences in certain contexts, or major life transitions. The assumption is that situations that 
repeatedly trigger changes in states lead to long-term changes in traits that share those situations. 
For example, if a person recurrently experiences enjoyment from engaging in leadership roles, 
they may gradually become more extraverted over time while also becoming more interested in 
leadership activities (i.e., enterprising interests). On the other hand, if a person experiences 
neutral or negative emotion while engaged as a leader, their extraversion and enterprising interest 
levels will likely remain unchanged or decrease over time.  
Importantly, triggering situations are only expected to produce correlated changes in 
personality and interest dimensions that share common situations or activities. Table 1 provides 
an overview of the six RIASEC interest categories and their shared situations with Big Five 
traits. Most interest categories share common activities and/or environments with at least one 
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personality trait. For example, investigative and artistic interests are similar to openness in that 
they involve an appreciation for the arts and science. Social and enterprising interests are similar 
to extraversion in that they capture situations with a high degree of interpersonal interaction. 
Conventional interests and conscientiousness both involve structured routines and work 
environments.  
To the extent that correlated change is found, causal processes associated with common 
situations are likely shared between the relevant interest and personality dimensions (Wrzus & 
Roberts, 2016). These causal processes could reflect common situational effects (i.e., 
experiencing enjoyment during social interactions increases both extraversion and enterprising 
interests), situation selection (i.e., either extraversion, enterprising interests, or other personal 
factors influence the types of situations a person seeks out), or directional effects across domains 
(i.e., increasing extraversion causes increases in enterprising interests, or vice versa). Of course, 
certain interest categories and personality traits do not share common situations. Realistic 
interests that involve working with hands, tools, and machines have little in common with any of 
the Big Five traits. Emotional stability and agreeableness capture broad behavioral tendencies 
that cut across many contexts, but do not overlap considerably with any single interest category. 
In these dimensions, we would expect relatively low correlated change. 
Studying correlated changes between interests and personality offers a unique perspective 
into how people change in terms of what they like to do and how they think and behave across 
situations. Both aspects of psychological functioning are highly stable over time (Low et al., 
2005; Roberts & DelVecchio, 2000), but represent distinct aspects of human individuality. Two 
large-scale longitudinal studies showed that interests and personality traits measured at the end 
of secondary school contribute unique variance in predicting career and life outcomes ten years 
 
 6 
later (Stoll et al., 2017; Su, 2012). These findings highlight the importance of studying how 
interests and personality traits develop and change—both separately and in relation to each 
other—during the formative years of adolescence and young adulthood.  
Previous Research on Interest and Personality Development 
Most longitudinal research on interest and personality development has focused on rank-
order stability and mean-level change. Meta-analyses have summarized longitudinal studies in 
each area to reveal how groups of people change and remain the same in their interests and 
personality over time (Hoff et al., 2018; Low et al., 2005; Roberts et al., 2006; Roberts & 
DelVecchio, 2000). However, only tentative comparisons can be made across domains because 
the meta-analyses on interests and personality traits were based on different samples. Few studies 
have measured both constructs longitudinally, resulting in a lack of knowledge about how 
interests and personality develop in relation to each other. Next, we summarize existing research 
on rank-order stability, mean-level change, and correlated change while pointing out limitations 
that we aim to address in study one.  
Rank-order stability. Rank-order stability captures the extent to which the relative 
ranking of individuals within a group remains the same over time (when individuals are “rank-
ordered” in terms of their interest or personality levels). Meta-analyses have summarized studies 
on the rank-order stability of interests (Low et al., 2005) and personality traits (Roberts & 
DelVecchio, 2000). Both meta-analyses found that stability generally increases throughout 
adolescence and young adulthood. This finding has been labelled the cumulative continuity 
principle. For both interests and personality traits, the relative ranking of individuals within a 
group becomes increasingly stable with age (Roberts & Mroczek, 2008). From the TESSERA 
framework, cumulative continuity can be explained as resulting from increasingly stable 
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environments and self-selected experiences that stabilize personality traits with age (Roberts & 
Caspi, 2003; Wrzus & Roberts, 2016).   
The comparative stability between interests and personality traits is less clear. Low et al. 
(2005) compared meta-analytic stability estimates for vocational interests to personality traits 
using data from Roberts and DelVecchio (2000). Results indicated that interests were more 
stable throughout adolescence and young adulthood. This finding suggests that vocational 
interests may stabilize before personality, contrary to certain assumptions from personality 
theories (McCrae & Costa, 1999, 2008). However, it is important to note that Low et al.’s 
comparisons were indirect in that they were based on estimates from meta-analytic datasets 
containing different samples. In other words, stability levels were compared across different 
people at similar ages.  
Mean-level change. Mean-level change reflects variations in a group’s average trait 
levels over time, or how people change on average across the lifespan. Research on mean-level 
changes in personality has led to two important findings. First, mean-levels of the Big Five traits 
tend to increase during young adulthood, particularly conscientiousness, agreeableness, and 
emotional stability (Roberts et al., 2006). This finding has been labelled the maturity principle 
(Roberts & Mroczek, 2008) because it describes increases in traits associated with social 
maturity. Openness to experience also increases sharply during late adolescence, but plateaus 
during young adulthood (Roberts et al., 2006). Another major finding is that mean-level changes 
in personality traits are often associated with social role transitions, such as becoming more 
invested in work (Hudson, Roberts, & Lodi-Smith, 2012; Lodi-Smith & Roberts, 2007; Nye & 
Roberts, 2013). Young adulthood is defined by a variety of social role transitions that require 
adapting to new triggering situations where maturity is valued (e.g., graduating secondary 
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school, starting full-time work). These transitions help explain why most personality change 
occurs during young adulthood (Bleidorn, Hopwood, & Lucas, 2018; Wzrus & Roberts, 2016).  
Compared to personality traits, mean-level changes in vocational interests are smaller and 
more gradual. Hoff et al.’s (2018) meta-analysis found that interests change differently during 
adolescence and young adulthood. Mean-levels of vocational interests decrease in almost every 
RIASEC category during early adolescence, but then recover during late adolescence. In 
contrast, young adulthood is marked by a gradual increase in people-oriented interests (i.e., 
social, enterprising, and artistic). This normative increase may reflect a maturation process 
similar to personality. During young adulthood, people become more socially mature in their 
personality, while also becoming more interested in people-oriented activities and environments. 
However, it is noteworthy for the present study (of Icelandic students) that Hoff et al.’s findings 
were based on U.S. samples only.  
Gender differences. Gender differences are important to consider when examining mean-
level change because men and women differ in initial levels of certain interest categories and 
personality traits. In general, there are larger gender differences in interests compared to 
personality traits (Lippa, 1998, 2010; Su, Rounds, & Armstrong 2009; Su & Rounds, 2015). The 
largest gender differences in the Big Five personality traits are moderate in magnitude (d = .40 in 
emotional stability; d = -.34 in agreeableness; negative effect sizes indicate stronger female mean 
scores; Lippa, 2010). In contrast, gender differences in realistic (d = .84) and social interests (d = 
-.64) are among the largest of any psychological variable (Su et al., 2009). In Iceland, almost 
identical patterns of gender differences in interests have been detected compared to estimates 
from U.S. samples; the only exception is that Icelandic men have stronger conventional interests 
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compared to women (Einarsdóttir, 2001; Einarsdóttir & Rounds, 2013; Scheving-Thorsteinsson, 
2009).  
Longitudinal research shows that the size of certain gender differences changes with age, 
but only to a small extent. Hoff et al. (2018) found that gender differences in realistic and social 
interests increased drastically during early adolescence, then gradually declined throughout late 
adolescence and young adulthood. These findings suggest that early adolescence is the lifetime 
peak of gendered vocational interests. However, the declines in gender differences during young 
adulthood identified by Hoff et al. were relatively small in magnitude compared to estimates of 
the overall size of differences in realistic and social interests (Su et al., 2009). Thus, there are 
still likely to be large gender differences in vocational interests in middle and late adulthood. 
Similarly, research on personality has shown that the magnitude of gender differences in the Big 
Five traits is relatively consistent across the lifespan and in different cultures (Costa, 
Terracciano, & McCrae, 2001; De Bolle et al., 2015; Lippa, 2010; Roberts et al., 2006; Schmitt, 
Realo, Voracek, & Allik, 2008). 
Correlated changes in personality and interests. Whereas rank-order stability and 
mean-level change are group-level measures, correlated change occurs at the individual-level. 
Previous studies have examined correlated changes within personality and interest domains, but 
not between (e.g., Allemand, Zimprich, & Martin, 2008; Klimstra, Bleidorn, Asendorpf, Van 
Aken, & Denissen, 2013; Schultz, Connolly, Garrison, Leveille, & Jackson, 2017). In a review of 
seven studies on correlated change within personality, Allemand and Martin (2017) concluded 
there is moderate correlated change between the Big Five traits, with an average change 
coefficient of Δr = |.25|. This suggests that changes in the Big Five traits co-occur to some 
extent. However, correlated changes appear to be stronger among certain combinations of traits. 
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For example, Klimstra et al. (2013) found that correlated changes are more likely to occur in Big 
Five traits associated with similar developmental processes, such as social investment (i.e., 
conscientiousness, emotional stability, and agreeableness).  
A recent study by Schultz et al. (2017) examined correlated changes between RIASEC 
interests in a sample of 442 adults across two waves of measurement over a 20-year span (from 
age ~25 to ~45 years). The results indicated statistically significant correlated change in 13 of 15 
pairings of RIASEC categories (e.g., investigative-artistic), and effect sizes were of similar 
magnitude to studies conducted within personality. However, the direction of several change 
correlations diverged from expectations based on the relations among RIASEC categories 
(Holland, 1997). For example, changes in social interests were negatively correlated with 
changes in artistic interests, but positively correlated with changes in realistic interests. This is 
surprising because levels of social and artistic interests are typically positively correlated, 
whereas levels of social and realistic interests are either uncorrelated or negatively related 
(Rounds & Tracey, 1993; Tay, Su, & Rounds, 2011). It is worth noting that RIASEC scales were 
not directly measured in this study, and were instead computed by averaging empirically-derived 
occupational scales from the Strong Vocational Interest Blank (Strong, 1943).  
Overall, these correlated-change studies suggest that personality and interests are shaped 
by specific and general developmental processes. Specific processes such as situation selection 
or social investment may explain why correlated changes are stronger among trait pairs that 
encompass similar situations (e.g., Klimstra et al., 2013). Yet there is also evidence of a general 
change factor that makes correlated change more likely across all trait categories, even those that 
contain less similar situational content (Allemand & Martin, 2017; Schultz et al., 2017). It is 
therefore important to consider the extent to which changes co-occur in all interest categories and 
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personality traits. Research on cognitive aging also supports the existence of a general change 
factor, as changes in different cognitive abilities are typically positively correlated with each 
other (e.g., Baltes & Lindenberger, 1997; Kievit et al., 2017; Tucker-Drob, Briley, Starr, & 
Deary, 2014). To date, however, few longitudinal studies have explicitly modeled change within 
general factors of interests or personality. We address this limitation in study one by estimating 
correlated change among general factors, which we use as a comparison point for interpreting the 
strength of correlated change among specific pairs of personality traits and interests.  
Study 1 Overview 
In this longitudinal study, we investigate three types of continuity and change in 
vocational interests and personality traits: rank-order stability, correlated change, and mean-level 
change. The Icelandic sample is somewhat unique from the primarily North American samples 
included in previous meta-analyses on interest and personality development (Hoff et al., 2018; 
Low et al., 2005; Roberts et al., 2006, Roberts & Delvecchio, 2000). Aspects of the Icelandic 
culture and education system are considered when discussing hypotheses and results. 
Nonetheless, we generally did not expect to find substantially different results due to 
characteristics of our sample, consistent with previous longitudinal research from other Northern 
European countries (e.g., Bleidorn et al., 2013; Borghuis et al., 2017; Rantanen, Metsäpelto, 
Feldt, Pulkkinen, & Kokko, 2007).  
The first set of analyses compare the rank-order stability of interests and personality 
across the four waves of measurement (from age 16 to 24). As mentioned, meta-analytic 
comparisons—of different people at similar ages—suggest that RIASEC interests are more 
stable than the Big Five traits during adolescence and young adulthood (Low et al., 2005; c.f., 
Roberts & DelVecchio, 2000). Yet both interests and personality traits become increasingly 
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stable with age (i.e., cumulative continuity; Roberts & Caspi, 2003). We therefore proposed the 
following hypothesis: 
Hypothesis 1: Vocational interests will show higher rank-order stability levels than 
personality traits across all four time-points. 
The second set of analyses examine mean-level change and consider gender differences 
in developmental trends. Based on meta-analyses of mean-level change in personality (Roberts et 
al., 2006) and interests (Hoff et al., 2018), we expected positive mean-level changes in some, but 
not all, trait categories. For personality traits and interests, respectively, we proposed the 
following hypotheses: 
Hypothesis 2a: Among the Big Five, mean-levels of emotional stability, agreeableness, 
openness, and conscientiousness will increase from age 16 to 24.  
Hypothesis 2b: Among RIASEC vocational interests, mean-levels of people-oriented 
interest categories will gradually increase over time (i.e., social, artistic, enterprising), 
while things-oriented interests will remain constant (i.e., realistic, investigative, 
conventional).  
For gender differences, we expected to find mean intercept differences in Big Five traits 
and RIASEC categories consistent with previous research in Iceland (Einarsdóttir & Rounds, 
2013). We did not expect gender differences in patterns of mean-level change (i.e., no slope 
differences). Although past research has shown that the size of gender differences in interests can 
change with age, much of this change occurs during the transition from early to late adolescence 




Hypothesis 2c: Men and women will show similar patterns of change, but will have 
different levels of certain interests and personality traits. Specifically, men will score 
higher on emotional stability, and realistic, investigative, and conventional interests. 
Women will score higher on agreeableness, and social and artistic interests.  
Third, latent-growth curve models are applied to estimate correlations between changes 
in personality and changes in interests (i.e., correlated change). Correlated change is also 
estimated among general factors of interests and personality. Correlated change among general 
factors provides a baseline estimate of the degree to which changes co-occur in all interest and 
personality dimensions. Importantly, this estimate is used as a comparison point for interpreting 
the magnitude of change correlations between specific interests and personality traits. Based on 
cross-sectional relations and the degree of situational similarity in different personality and 
interest domains (see Table 1), we proposed the following hypothesis: 
Hypothesis 3: The magnitude of correlated changes in five specific personality-interest 
pairs (extraversion-social, extraversion-enterprising, openness-artistic, openness-
investigative, conscientiousness-conventional) will be stronger than correlated changes 
among general factors. For the other 25 specific pairings of Big Five traits and RIASEC 
interests, correlated changes will be of similar magnitude, or weaker than, correlated 
change among general factors. 
Although not the primary focus, we also examined level-level and level-change 
correlations between RIASEC interests and the Big Five. Level-level correlations represent 
cross-sectional associations between interests and personality traits. We expected strong, positive 
level-level correlations in the same five personality-interest pairs identified above, consistent 
with previous meta-analyses (Barrick et al., 2003; Larson et al., 2002; Mount et al., 2005). Level-
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change correlations illustrate associations between intercept values and slopes. When estimated 
within trait domains, level-change correlations are often negative, potentially signaling the 
presence of ceiling effects (Allemand, Schaffhuser, & Martin, 2015; Wille, Hofmans, Feys, & 
De Fruyt, 2014). This means that individuals with higher levels of a given trait show less growth 
in that trait over time compared to the average individual, possibly because they have less room 
for growth. Vocational interests and personality are both trait-like constructs, so we expected the 
vast majority of level-change correlations between the Big Five traits and RIASEC interests to be 
negative. In other words, we expected individuals with higher levels of interest or personality to 
show less growth in the opposite trait domain over time. 
Study 1 Method 
The study was reviewed by the Icelandic Data Protection Authority in four submissions. 
It was initially submitted to the Data Protection Authority on 06/10/2005 (submission number 
S2655: Þróun netvæddrar áhugakönnunar fyrir grunn-og framhaldsskólanema; “Development of 
an on-line interest inventory for compulsory and upper-secondary education students”). It was 
reviewed again on 09/03/2012 and 03/10/2014 (submission numbers S5676 and S7024 with the 
same title: Þróun persónuleika, starfsáhuga og lífsmarkmiða meðal íslenskra ungmenna; 
“Personality, interest and life goal development among Icelandic youth”). The use of educational 
testing and registration data to describe the sample was reviewed on 06/23/2011 (submission 
number S5238: Spáir samræmi í starfsáhuga á námsvali fyrir um brotthvarf úr framhaldsskóla; 
“Does interest major congruence predict dropout from upper secondary education?”). 
Participants 
The participants1 were 485 students born in 1990 contacted during their last year 
                                               
1 The data from this study has not been used in any previous publication apart from the Icelandic Interest 
Inventory handbook (Einarsdóttir & Rounds, 2007; 2013). 
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of compulsory education in Iceland (10th grade, 47% female, average age = 15.32). The sample 
is well-representative of the Icelandic student population as a whole, although students from 
outside the capital city (Reykjavik) are slightly overrepresented. Close to 48% of the sample 
reported they had grown up in the capital area, compared to 60% of the overall population in 
2006 (Iceland Statistics, 2012). Information on participants’ national exams scores indicates that 
the sample represents Icelandic students in terms of academic achievement. Exam results are 
reported on a standardized scale of 0 – 60 with an overall mean of 30 (SD = 10). In this sample, 
the means for math, Icelandic, and English were 30.1 (SD = 9.24, N = 460), 30.5 (SD = 8.95, N 
= 467) and 30.3 (SD = 9.29, N =452), respectively. The scores were normally distributed with 
skewness of .13 for math, -.01 for Icelandic and -.10 for English.  
Participants were contacted again two, six, and eight years later. At time two (N = 188, 
56% female, average age = 17.7), almost 95% of respondents reported enrollment in upper 
secondary school, and 13% were working full-time. Participants reported a variety of educational 
and work-related statuses at times three and four. At time three (N = 237, 54% female, average 
age = 21.7), 61% were still enrolled in some form of education and 50% were working full-time. 
At time four (N = 211, 56% female, average age = 23.7), 57% were still enrolled in some form of 
education and 40% were working full-time. 
Procedure 
The data was first collected in 2006 as a part of the standardization of the Icelandic 
Interest Inventory (Bendill – I, Einarsdóttir & Rounds, 2007). Forty schools were randomly 
chosen from a list provided by the Ministry of Education of all compulsory education schools 
offering 10th grade in Iceland. Administrators of 21 schools from six of the eight geographic 
                                               
2 We refer to the first timepoint as age 16 throughout the paper because participants were either 16 or 
turned 16 during this year.  
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regions in Iceland accepted the request for participation. They informed parents and offered them 
the chance to decline participation. A contact person assigned by each school (usually the career 
counselor) administered the measures on-line to students in groups following a detailed 
procedure and with the aim of collecting data from all 10th grade students in each school. 
Participants were asked to provide a national identification number and were told they might be 
contacted later for future studies. At times two, three, and four, participants were contacted 
through telephone and email to be recruited for the study. 
Measures 
Personality. Big Five personality traits were measured using the Icelandic version of the 
NEO-FFI (Costa & McCrae, 1992; Jónsson & Bergþórsson, 2004). The measure contains 60 
total items, 12 for each Big Five trait (i.e., emotional stability, extraversion, openness, 
agreeableness, and conscientiousness). The five-factor structure of this measure has been 
previously validated in Icelandic samples). Participants self-reported their personality traits using 
five-point Likert scales. Table 2 reports the means, standard deviations, Cronbach’s alpha, and 
Omega composite reliabilities for all personality and interest scales at each timepoint. The 
internal consistency reliability (alpha) of the personality scales ranged from .65 to .85 at time 
one, .71 to .88 at time two, .76 to .88 at time three, and from .72 to .86 at time four. We also 
calculated Revelle’s omega total reliabilities as an alternative to Cronbach’s alpha (McNeish, 
2017, p. 8; Revelle, 2008; 2016). Omega total reliabilities ranged from .70 to .88 at time one, .76 
to .91 at time two, .80 to .91 at time three, and .79 to .90 at time four. 
Interests. Vocational interests were assessed using the Icelandic Interest Inventory (I and 
II; Einarsdóttir & Rounds, 2007; 2013). The inventory contains 114 items designed to capture 
Holland’s (1997) six RIASEC categories (i.e., realistic, investigative, artistic, social, 
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enterprising, and conventional). Each RIASEC scale contained 17 - 22 items reflecting the 
structure of the Icelandic labor market (Einarsdóttir, Rounds, & Su, 2010). Half of the items (57) 
refer to occupational activities (e.g. design a computer program, assist people with disabilities, 
cut fish in a machine), while the other half refer to (upper secondary) school subjects (e.g. 
natural sciences, electronics, literature, use of tools). Participants responded to items on five-
point scales ranging from 1 (strongly dislike) to 5 (strongly like). A randomization test of the 
RIASEC correlation matrix (Rounds, Tracey, & Hubert, 1992) resulted in a CI = .69, indicating a 
good fit to Holland´s structural model (Einarsdóttir & Rounds, 2013). Cronbach´s alphas ranged 
from .91 to .93 at time one, .90 to .94 at time two, .91 to .95 at time three, and from .91 to .94 at 
time four. Revelle’s omega total reliabilities ranged from .93 to .95 at time one, .93 to .95 at time 
two, .93 to .96 at time three, and .93 to .96 at time four.  
In addition to personality and interests, the longitudinal dataset also included measures of 
life goals and self-efficacy beliefs that were not the focus of this study. 
Missing Data 
To examine whether there was a pattern to the missing data, participants were categorized 
into three groups based on whether they responded at all four timepoints (i.e., stayers), 
responded at only the first time point (i.e., leavers), or responded at the first timepoint and at 
least once more (i.e., returners). Among the 485 participants, 95 were stayers, 242 were leavers, 
and 148 were returners. Independent sample t-tests were conducted and Cohen’s d-values were 
calculated for each pair of missing groups for all measurement aspects (i.e., Big Five traits, 
RIASEC interest categories). Of the 33 total pairs analyzed, only three comparisons had 
statistically significant mean differences: stayers vs. returners in social interests (t-test p = .038, 
Cohen’s d = -.240), stayers vs. leavers in realistic interests (t-test p = .023, Cohen’s d = .299), 
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and stayers vs. leavers in social interests (t-test p = .005, Cohen’s d = -.354). We also tested for 
differences between stayers, returners, and leavers across gender and home location (capital area 
vs. non-capital area). Chi-square tests indicated that both gender X2 (2, N = 485) = 19.54, p < .01 
and home location X2 (2, N = 485) = 8.98, p = .01 were significant predictors of missing data 
groups. Women and participants from the capital area were more likely to stay in the study. 
Based on these results, we included gender and home location as auxiliary variables in all 
applicable models (Collins, Schafer, & Kam, 2001). 
Full-information maximum-likelihood (FIML) technique was implemented for all 
analyses through the “lavaan” package in R 3.3.2 (Rosseel, 2012; R Core Team, 2013). The 
FIML method directly estimates parameters using all observed variables (Enders, 2001). The 
FIML technique is recommended for treating missing data in longitudinal modeling because it is 
unbiased under missing-completely-at-random (MCAR) and missing-at-random (MAR) 
situations and provides more efficient (e.g., smaller sampling error) parameter estimates 
(Newman, 2003; 2014). 
Data Analysis  
Measurement invariance. Measurement invariance was tested by examining whether 
factor loadings and intercepts were invariant across time and gender for each personality trait and 
interest category following the procedure described by Widaman, Ferrer, and Conger (2010). 
First, three parcels were created for each trait category using the item-to-construct balance 
technique (Little, Cunningham, Shahar, & Widaman, 2002). Next, we compared fit statistics for 
a series of increasingly restricted models to establish invariance across time. In the baseline 
model (configural invariance), the same pattern of factor loadings was specified at each 
timepoint. In the next two models, factor loadings (metric invariance) and intercepts (scalar 
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invariance) were set to be invariant across time. When scalar invariance was not supported, we 
tested for partial scalar invariance by freeing the intercept constraint for the parcel with the 
largest residual value at a single timepoint.  
After establishing scalar or partial scalar invariance across time for each variable, we 
tested for longitudinal measurement invariance across gender using a similar model comparison 
approach. In the first model (configural invariance), we specified the same pattern of factor 
loadings for men and women. In the second and third models, we set factor loadings (metric 
invariance) and intercepts (scalar invariance) to be equal across gender. When longitudinal scalar 
invariance was not supported across gender, we established partial invariance by freeing the 
parcel with the largest residual value at a single timepoint for either males or females.   
Rank-order stability. Rank-order stability was assessed from Time 1 to Time 4 and 
between adjacent time points (i.e., T1-T2, T2-T3, and T3-T4) using Pearson correlations. We 
then tested whether stability estimates differed across personality and interests. Power analyses 
were conducted using GPower 3.1 (Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, & Buchner, 2009) with the smallest 
(most conservative) sample size from the four timepoints (N =188). Power analyses revealed a 
statistical power of 99% to detect a medium correlation (r = .3) with confidence intervals that do 
not include zero (Cohen, 1992).  
Mean-level change. Mean-level change was examined through comparisons of average 
scale scores at each time point. The difference between two mean scores was estimated using the 
standardized mean difference, Cohen’s d. Power analyses using the smallest sample size (N 
=188) revealed a statistical power of 78% to detect a small effect size (d = .2) and over 99% to 




In addition to estimating the standardized difference scores, we also conducted latent 
growth curve modeling to A) formalize the description of mean-level change through d-value 
calculations, and B) estimate gender differences in levels and changes in personality and 
interests. Specifically, for each of the Big Five traits and RIASEC vocational interests, we 
modeled the influence of gender on the intercept and slope variables. Gender was dummy coded 
with females coded as 0 and males coded as 1. The path coefficient for the link between gender 
and the intercept/slope variable illustrates the magnitude and direction of gender differences in 
the level/change of that trait category, standardized with respect to the personality or interest 
scale. For example, a statistically significant positive coefficient between gender and an intercept 
variable indicates that men have higher levels of a certain personality trait or interest compared 
to women.  
Correlated changes. We used latent growth curve modeling to estimate correlated 
change between personality and interests. The latent growth curve model differs from traditional 
stability and mean-level change analyses in that it takes into account individual variances and 
incorporates latent variables (e.g., McArdle, 2009). We chose to use linear growth models over 
quadratic models because the linear models required estimating fewer parameters and afforded 
more power to detect correlated change with our sample size and missing data. In addition, past 
work on personality and interests primarily identified linear growth trends during this age period 
(Hoff et al., 2018; Roberts et al., 2006), with non-linear trends primarily occurring during earlier 
age periods (Soto & Tackett, 2015). Prior to estimating correlated change, we used growth curve 
modeling to check the results of mean-level change analyses based on d-values while taking into 
account individual variances. Then, parallel growth processes were modeled to examine 
correlated change.  
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First, interests and personality traits were modeled as a function of time (i.e., T1 to T4) 
with three types of latent variables: intercept, slope, and residuals. By doing so, the values of the 
intercept and slope represent levels and changes separate from random error (i.e., residuals). The 
intercept reflects the level of the trait at the first timepoint, whereas the slope represents the 
average rate of change over time. As Times 2, 3, and 4 were each separated from Time 1 by 2, 6, 
and 8 years, respectively, the path to Time 1 was fixed to 0; the path to Time 2 was fixed to 1 
(i.e., 2/2); the path to Time 3 was fixed to 3 (i.e., 6/2); and the path to Time 4 was fixed to 4 (i.e., 
8/2).  
Saturated growth curve models with all level-level, level-change, and change-change 
correlations were estimated separately for all 30 pairings of interests and personality traits. These 
models included within-wave correlations between residuals, as illustrated in Figure 1. To 
evaluate statistical power to detect correlated change, Monte Carlo simulations were conducted 
using Mplus version 8 (Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2017). We evaluated statistical power post-hoc 
for the five hypothesized interest-personality pairs described in Table 1. Because these power 
analyses were conducted post-hoc, we estimated model parameters using the actual data, then 
used the estimated parameters as true parameters to simulate 1,000 new datasets (e.g., Hertzog, 
Lindenberger, Ghisletta, & von Oertzen, 2006). We chose to use actual data to remove 
uncertainty about specifying key parameters (e.g., slope variances) in the Monte Carlo 
simulations. Power is represented by the proportion of cases in the 1,000 simulated datasets with 
a statistically significant change-change correlation. The results revealed a statistical power of 
53% to detect the smallest observed correlation (r = .20) among the hypothesized pairs, and 
100% power to detect the other four change-change correlations (r = .42 and greater). Because 
the amount of slope variance for the hypothesized pairs was not dramatically different compared 
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to most other analyzed traits, these power estimates should be generally representative of the 
other correlated change effect sizes. Overall, these results indicate sufficient statistical power for 
the purpose of our correlated change analyses.  
Correlated change was also estimated among general factors of personality and interests, 
which served as the primary comparison point for interpreting the magnitude of correlations 
among specific personality traits and interests. Little empirical data is available to guide 
expectations for the magnitude of change-change associations for personality and interests. To 
provide some grounding, we tested the extent to which abstract, general sources of variance in 
personality and interest were correlated. Put differently, we were less interested in testing 
whether change-change associations were different from zero, and instead, we estimated a 
relevant effect size of broad interest and personality change for comparison purposes. Figure 2 
displays the path diagram for the general factor model of personality estimated from the growth 
curves for each Big Five personality trait. We estimated a general factor of levels using the level 
of each trait as indicators, and we estimated a general factor of change using the slope of each 
trait as indicators. Although not pictured in Figure 2, the same higher-order model structure was 
used to estimate the general factor of interests. We chose to model general factors using a higher-
order approach because it enabled us to identify the amount of variability in levels and change 
shared across personality traits or interest categories. The general factors capture differing 
amounts of variance in specific traits primarily because traits vary in the extent to which they are 
correlated with each other.  
The general factor of personality accounted for most of the variance in levels and changes 
in extraversion and conscientiousness, and to lesser extents, agreeableness and emotional 
stability. For levels of personality traits, estimates of variance accounted for ranged from 14% 
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for agreeableness to 69% for extraversion, with an average of 38%. For changes, variance 
accounted for ranged from 19% for agreeableness to 100% for extraversion, with an average of 
52%. The general interest factor accounted for between 13% (for social) and 100% (for 
enterprising and conventional) of the variance in levels of RIASEC categories, with an average 
of 55%. For changes in interests, the general factor accounted for between 30% (for social) and 
100% (for enterprising and conventional) of the variance in slopes, with an average of 77%.  
The general factor personality model fit well (RMSEA = .06; CFI = .87), whereas the 
general interest factor model fit the data poorly (RMSEA = .12; CFI = .64). Although the fit of 
general factor models was not central to our analyses, we performed additional sensitivity 
analyses and tested alternative models to ensure the robustness of our results. We examined 
various models by modifying the variances of intercepts and slopes estimated for RIASEC 
dimensions. We eventually retained the full model for subsequent analyses because there was no 
evidence that the alternative models exhibited better model fit, and none of these submodels 
altered our interpretations. 
The overall fit indices reported for evaluating the latent growth curve models are !", 
RMSEA, CFI, SRMR, and TLI. !" statistic is often referred to as indicator of “lack of fit” 
(Mulaik et al., 1989) and is related to degrees of freedom. Some have suggested that a model 
with an RMSEA below .05 has “good” fit, and an RMSEA below .08 has “acceptable” fit 
(McDonald & Ho, 2002). Generally, a model is regarded as acceptable when CFI values are 
greater than .90 (e.g., Hu & Bentler, 1999). For all sets of analyses, standard errors or 95% 
confidence intervals around effect sizes are included as an indicator of precision. Tables 23-25 in 




Study 1 Results 
Measurement Invariance 
 Measurement invariance across time was tested using the procedure outlined by 
Widaman, Ferrer, and Conger (2010). Fit statistics for the invariance models across timepoints 
are shown in Tables 19 and 20 in Appendix A. To summarize, agreeableness, realistic, artistic, 
enterprising, and conventional interests were consistent with scalar invariance across time, as 
indicated by negligible changes in the fit statistics of the scalar and metric invariance models 
(i.e., Δ RMSEA < .02). Emotional stability, extraversion, openness, conscientiousness, 
investigative, and social interests were partially consistent with scalar invariance. In each of 
these trait categories, partial scalar invariance was found by freeing a single parcel at time one. 
That only one intercept was required to be freely estimated to obtain negligible change in model 
fit points toward generally acceptable measurement properties. Interestingly, the parcel that was 
required to be freed for each of the variables was at the first timepoint. Younger participants tend 
to engage in more acquiescent response sets (Mõttus et al., in press; Soto, John, Gosling, & 
Potter, 2008), which may provide a psychometric explanation for the lack of full scalar 
invariance concentrated around the first measurement occasion.  
Next, longitudinal measurement invariance across gender was tested using a similar 
model comparison approach. The fit statistics for each gender invariance model are shown in 
Tables 21 and 22. Results supported (partial) longitudinal scalar invariance across gender for all 
personality traits and four of the six interest categories (exceptions: artistic and conventional). 
Partial scalar invariance across gender was found by freeing two parcels for males at time one for 
artistic interests and one parcel for males at time one for conventional interests. We therefore 
suggest caution in interpreting gender differences in these two interest categories. To reduce 
 
 25 
model complexity given the relatively modest sample size, scale sum scores are used for all 
remaining analyses.  
Rank-Order Stability 
 We compared the rank-order stabilities of vocational interests and personality traits 
across each timepoint (i.e., from age 16-18, 18-22, and 22-24) and over the entire 8-year period 
(i.e., age 16-24). Table 3 displays the rank-order stability coefficients and 95% confidence 
intervals for the Big Five traits and RIASEC interests. Figure 3 displays this information 
graphically. The horizontal dotted lines in Figure 3 represent the average stability coefficients for 
the Big Five traits and RIASEC interests, respectively, at each timepoint. All rank-order stability 
coefficients were statistically significant, and there were no gender differences in stability levels. 
Note that both interests and personality traits became increasingly stable with age, which is 
consistent with the cumulative continuity principle (Roberts & Mroczek, 2008).  
 Hypothesis 1 predicted that vocational interests would be more stable than the Big Five 
traits. This hypothesis was not supported. The average stability levels of the Big Five traits and 
RIASEC interests were very similar from ages 16-18 (r = .49 for personality and interests), 18-
22 (r = .63 for personality; r = .66 for interests), 22-24 (r = .71 for personality; r = .74 for 
interests), and across the entire study (r = .41 for personality; r = .38 for interests). Thus, there 
were no notable differences in the overall stability levels of interests and personality traits. There 
were also few differences in the stability levels of specific Big Five traits and interest categories. 
Most notably, extraversion (r = .29, 95% CI = [.18, .41]) was the least stable personality trait 
from age 16 to 24, while openness was the most stable (r = .57, 95% CI = [.48, .65]), and these 
confidence intervals did not overlap. Apart from this distinction, the stability coefficients for 
each trait category were not statistically different from one another in the vast majority of 
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comparisons. Overall, these results suggest that both interests and personality traits become 
increasingly stable with age, but neither construct is more stable than the other.  
Mean-level Change 
 We estimated mean-level changes in interests and personality traits by computing 
standardized difference scores (i.e., d-values) across each time point. Table 4 displays the d-
values for the Big Five traits and RIASEC interests from age 16-18, 18-22, 22-24, and across the 
entire study from age 16-24. Figure 4 displays this information graphically, with cumulative d-
values representing trajectories of change from age 16 to 24. Hypothesis 2a predicted that 
personality traits would show evidence of maturation, with increases in mean-levels of emotional 
stability, conscientiousness, agreeableness, and openness (Roberts et al., 2006). Hypothesis 2b 
predicted mean-level increases in interest categories that involve people (social, artistic, and 
enterprising interests), but not things (realistic, investigative, and conventional; Hoff et al., 
2018). 
Results provided moderate support for personality maturation, and no evidence of 
increasing levels of people-oriented interests. Among the Big Five traits, agreeableness increased 
the most from age 16 to 24 (d = .49, 95% CI = [.32, .65]), followed by openness (d = .28, 95% 
CI = [.12, .44]) and conscientiousness (d = .20, 95% CI = [.03, .36]). Emotional stability levels 
remained constant (d = .02, 95% CI = [-.16, .16]), while extraversion levels decreased over the 
full study (d = -.26, 95% CI = [-.43, -.10]), despite an increase of d = .11 from age 16 to 18.  
Compared to personality traits, mean-level changes in vocational interests were smaller in 
magnitude and less consistent in direction. The greatest positive changes were found in 
investigative interests (d = .15, 95% CI = [-.01, .31]), while artistic interests showed the largest 
declines (d = -.09, 95% CI = [-.25, .07]). The other four interest categories showed little 
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cumulative change (d’s less than or equal to | .1 |). Together, the mean-level change results 
suggest that Icelandic youth became more agreeable and open to experience from age 16 to 24, 
and slightly more conscientious. Yet these increases were not accompanied by consistent 
changes in vocational interests (apart from a slight increase in investigative interests). In 
addition, the results suggest a strong trend of decreasing extraversion levels from age 18 to 24.   
Growth Curve Models 
Next, we formalized the description of personality and interest development using growth 
curve models. Table 5 reports intercept and slope parameters for each personality trait and 
interest category. We found statistically significant variance in the intercept and slope for all but 
one variable. This means that although we estimated relatively little mean-level change for 
interests, there was still variability in how individuals changed. Some individuals showed greater 
increases than the dominant trend, while others changed in the opposite direction. The only 
exception was the slope variance of artistic interests (#" = 3.99, SE = 2.44), which was not 
statistically different from zero. Nonsignificant slope variance indicates that participants more or 
less changed in a similar manner in artistic interests. Associations with slopes of artistic interests 
are likely estimated imprecisely given the relatively small amount of variance. We now turn to 
possible correlates of variability in change. 
Gender differences in mean-level changes. Gender differences in mean-level changes 
were examined using latent growth curve modeling. Generally, the models displayed good fit 
(RMSEA = .00 – .09; CFI = .92 – 1.00). Table 6 displays the standardized parameter estimates 
for gender differences in the intercepts and slopes of each Big Five trait and RIASEC category 
(standardized with respect to the personality and interest scales, but not gender). Gender was 
dummy-coded in these models such that females were coded as 0 and males were coded as 1. 
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Because of this, positive values indicate that males score higher and negative values indicate that 
males score lower. For example, in the slope column of Table 6, positive values indicate that 
men showed a more positive mean-level slope trajectory than women. This would imply that 
men increased more than women in a given trait (e.g., if the general mean-level trend was 
positive), or that men decreased less than women (if the general mean-level trend was negative).  
 Results of the gender analyses were mostly consistent with our expectations based on 
previous research. There were statistically significant gender differences in the intercepts of three 
Big Five traits and five RIASEC categories. Consistent with our expectations, men scored higher 
on emotional stability (b = .78, 95% CI = [.56, 1.00]), and realistic (b = 1.10, 95% CI = [.90, 
1.29]), investigative (b = .48, 95% CI = [.24, .73]), and conventional interests (b = .65, 95% CI = 
[.40, .89]). Women scored higher on extraversion (b = -.54, 95% CI = [-.83, -.25]), agreeableness 
(b = -.56, 95% CI = [-.80, -.33]), and social (b = -1.32, 95% CI = [-1.55, -1.09]) and artistic 
interests (b = -.52, 95% CI = [-.79, -.25]). In addition, there were statistically significant slope 
differences in two Big Five traits and one RIASEC category. Women showed a more positive 
slope trajectory than men in emotional stability (b = -.67, 95% CI = [-1.10, -.24]) and 
conscientiousness (b = -.36, 95% CI = [-.67, -.05]). Men showed a more positive slope trajectory 
in artistic interests (b = .72, 95% CI = [.08, 1.36]); however, this association should be 
interpreted cautiously because we did not find longitudinal scalar invariance across gender for 
artistic interests. None of the other slope parameters significantly differed across gender. Thus, 
despite a few exceptions, men and women showed similar patterns of mean-level change in 





Correlated Changes in Interests and Personality Traits 
 The third set of analyses investigated correlated changes among personality traits and 
vocational interests (i.e., change-change correlations), using the estimate of correlated change 
among general factors as a comparison point. Although not the primary focus, we also estimated 
level-level and level-change correlations across domains. Hypothesis 3 predicted strong, positive 
correlated change in 5 of the 30 pairings of specific Big Five traits and RIASEC interests: 
extraversion-social, extraversion-enterprising, openness-artistic, openness-investigative, and 
conscientiousness-conventional. In the other 25 personality-interest pairings, we expected 
correlated changes to be weaker than, or roughly equal to, the estimate of correlated change 
among general factors.  
 Table 7 displays intercorrelations among intercepts (i.e., level-level), among slopes (i.e., 
change-change), and between intercepts and slopes (i.e., level-change). Figure 5 displays this 
information graphically. Note that horizontal dotted lines in Figure 5 represent the correlations 
among general factors of personality and interests. Generally, the models for each specific 
personality-interest pairing displayed good or acceptable fit (RMSEA = .00 - .07; CFI = .92 – 
1.00). Among the change correlations, three of the five hypothesized pairs showed strong, 
positive relations, supporting hypothesis 3 (extraversion-enterprising, r = .60, 95% CI = [.24, 
.95]; openness-artistic, r = .88, 95% CI = [.41, 1.35]; conscientiousness-conventional, r = .35, 
95% CI = [.20, .65]). However, openness-investigative (r = .09, 95% CI = [-.40, .58]) and 
extraversion-social (r = .19, 95% CI = [-.19, .57]) showed nonsignificant change relations that 
were weaker than the correlation among general change factors (r = .32, 95% CI = [.16, .49]). 
Nonetheless, levels of openness-investigative (r = .44, 95% CI = [.25, .62]) and extraversion-
social (r = .47, 95% CI = [.23, .71]) were still strongly related, as were levels of the other three 
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hypothesized pairs (level-level correlations ranged from r = .33 for conscientious-conventional to 
r = .82 for openness-artistic).  
In the other 25 personality-interest pairings, there were a few notably strong change 
correlations that exceeded the .32 baseline change correlation among general factors of change. 
Conscientiousness and enterprising interests showed strong, positive relations in terms of 
changes (r = .53, 95% CI = [.30, .77]) and levels (r = .42, 95% CI = [.24, .60]). Changes in 
extraversion and conventional interests were strongly correlated (r = .63, 95% CI = [.23, 1.03]), 
but their levels were only moderated associated (r = .28, 95% CI = [.01, .54]). Two other 
personality-interest pairings were notable because they showed moderately strong negative 
change-change correlations. Openness-realistic (r = -.37, 95% CI = [-.83, .10]) and openness-
conventional (r = -.31, 95% CI = [-.73, .11]) both diverged from the general trend of positively 
correlated slopes, although their confidence intervals included zero.  
 Level-change correlations are also reported in Table 7. These correlations reflect the 
extent to which personality levels are related to interest changes, and vice versa for interest levels 
and personality changes. In both sets of analyses, the vast majority of level-change correlations 
were negative. This implies that in general, individuals with higher personality trait levels at time 
one experienced less growth in their interest scores over time (with the same effect for interest 
levels and personality trait changes). These cross-domain ceiling effects were most notable for 
conscientiousness and extraversion compared to the other Big Five traits. Higher levels of 
extraversion (r = -.36, 95% CI = [-.57, -.15]) and conscientiousness (r = -.25, 95% CI = [-.41, -
.09]) were associated with more negative changes in the general interest factor. There was also a 
negative correlation between general personality levels and general changes in interests (r = -.30, 
95% CI = [-.45, -.14]).  
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Study 1 Discussion 
 Study one investigated the longitudinal development of personality and interests over 
four waves of measurement from late adolescence to young adulthood (ages 16-24) with a 
sample of Icelandic youth. Three types of continuity and change were examined: rank-order 
stability, mean-level change, and cross-domain correlated change. Personality traits and interests 
both became increasingly stable across the four time points, consistent with the cumulative 
continuity principle (Roberts & Caspi, 2003). This finding is noteworthy because the retest 
interval between times 2-3 was twice as long as between times 1-2 and 3-4. Although rank-order 
stability typically decreases over longer periods of time (Fraley & Roberts, 2005), increasing age 
appeared to outweigh these effects. In addition, there were essentially no differences in the 
average stability levels of personality and interests. Unlike meta-analytic comparisons of 
different samples (Low et al, 2005; Roberts & Delvecchio, 2000), the results suggest that 
vocational interests and personality traits are equally stable when measured within the same 
sample. 
 The second set of analyses focused on mean-level change while considering the potential 
for gender differences. We hypothesized mean-level increases among personality traits 
associated with social maturity (Roberts et al., 2006), and among interests that involve people 
(Hoff et al., 2018). Results revealed evidence of increasing personality maturity, as mean-level 
increases were found in agreeableness, openness, and conscientiousness from age 16 to 24. 
Emotional stability levels remained constant, while extraversion levels decreased. In general, the 
greatest mean-level changes in personality occurred from age 18-22 (times 2-3), which could be 
expected because this retest interval was twice as long as the others. Longer retest intervals are 
typically associated with greater mean-level change (Fraley & Roberts, 2005). For the interest 
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categories, there was very little cumulate change in mean-levels. This finding differs somewhat 
from the meta-analysis of U.S. samples (Hoff et al., 2018). In addition, gender differences were 
found in changes in emotional stability and conscientiousness, indicating that women increased 
more than men in both of these traits. This means that the gender gap in emotional stability 
decreased over time (women started lower), while the gender gap in conscientiousness increased 
(there were no differences in starting levels). The only significant gender difference in interest 
changes occurred in artistic interests, indicating that men increased slightly more than women in 
this category.  
 The third set of analyses examined correlated change between the Big Five traits and 
RIASEC interests. We hypothesized strong, positive correlated change in five specific 
personality-interest pairings based on previous cross-sectional research and the shared situations 
embedded in these trait categories (Mount et al., 2005; Wrzus & Roberts, 2016). We also 
estimated correlated change among general factors of personality and interests (r = .32), which 
was used as a comparison point for interpreting the magnitude of correlations among specific 
traits. Three of the five hypothesized pairings of Big Five traits and RIASEC interests showed 
strong correlated change exceeding the estimate among general factors (extraversion-
enterprising, openness-artistic, and conscientiousness-conventional). The other two hypothesized 
pairings (extraversion-social and openness-investigative) were not strongly related in terms of 
changes, but their levels were strongly related. This suggests that the developmental mechanisms 
that cause positive relations in these two pairings likely occur prior to age 16. In other words, 
extraversion-social and openness-investigative do not appear to change together during young 
adulthood, even though people who are more extraverted and open tend to have stronger social 
and investigative interests, respectively.  
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 Evidence of strong, positive correlated change was also found in two of the other 25 
personality-interest pairings not included in our hypotheses. Changes in conscientiousness and 
enterprising interests were strongly related, as were changes in extraversion and conventional 
interests. Although these findings were unexpected, they indicate potentially meaningful 
developmental relations between changes in business-oriented interests and extraversion and 
conscientiousness. Changes in extraversion and conscientiousness were both strongly related to 
changes in enterprising and conventional interests, indicating that people who become more 
extraverted and conscientious during young adulthood also become more interested in business-
oriented activities. It is also worth noting that changes in openness showed moderately strong 
negative correlations with changes in realistic and conventional interests. This suggests that 
people who become more open during young adulthood generally become less interested in 
systematic work activities that involve working with computers, tools, or machines. The 
remaining 21 personality-interest pairings showed relatively weak correlated change (with r’s 
equal to, or less than, the estimate of correlated change among general factors). 
Understanding the Developmental Relations between Interests and Personality 
 One of the primary conclusions of study one is that interests and personality show distinct 
developmental relations across different types of continuity and change. Most notably, there was 
little correspondence between group-level (mean) changes, but strong correspondence between 
individual-level changes in certain personality-interest pairings (i.e., correlated change). In other 
words, the specific pairings of Big Five traits and RIASEC interests that changed together at the 
individual-level did not show the same patterns of mean-level change. This highlights the 
importance of examining development from multiple perspectives (e.g., Anusic & Schimmack, 
2016; De Fruyt et al., 2006). Interests and personality traits change together in meaningful ways, 
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but these relations may not be observable when comparing group means in a single study. 
Consistent with our findings, meta-analyses have shown that mean-level changes in interests are 
smaller in magnitude and occur more gradually than personality (Hoff et al., 2018; Roberts et al., 
2006). 
A critical question raised by study one is why correlated changes occur between certain 
personality traits and interests. Wrzus and Roberts’ (2016) TESSERA model of developmental 
processes provides a framework for addressing this question. Their model emphasizes the shared 
situational content across personality traits and other individual differences. According to their 
model, situations that repeatedly trigger short-term changes in states lead to long-term changes in 
traits through self-reflection and association. For example, a student who repeatedly experiences 
success/enjoyment in art or design courses will eventually learn to associate these situations with 
positive emotions. Over time, reflective and associative processes will gradually lead to increases 
in openness to experience and corresponding artistic interests. Importantly, this basic 
framework—emphasizing situational similarity—can be applied to a variety of causal 
mechanisms that may influence personality, interests, or other relevant individual differences 
(e.g., biology or life experiences, Bleidorn et al., 2018; DeYoung & Gray, 2009; Specht et al., 
2014; Tucker-Drob & Briley, 2017).  
An alternative but not mutually exclusive perspective is that correlated change results 
from directional influences from personality to interests, or vice versa. McCrae & Costa’s (1999, 
2008) five-factor theory is an example of this perspective because it argues that personality traits 
(which are closely linked to biology in their model) cause the development of interests and other 
contextualized variables (i.e., characteristic adaptations). For example, a person who increases in 
openness may develop stronger artistic interests as a way to express their openness levels. 
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However, the reverse causality may also be true: becoming interested in artistic pursuits may 
lead to higher levels of openness. A reasonable deduction is that interests and personality are 
reciprocally influential across development. Causal processes that lead to changes in one domain 
also likely affect the other domain, but only when trait categories are similar in some way. 
Abilities that share common situations with interests and personality are also important to 
consider (Ackerman, 1996; Ackerman & Heggestad, 1997; Pässler, Beinicke, & Hell, 2015; Su, 
Stoll, & Rounds, in press; Ziegler, Schroeter, Lüdtke, & Roemer, 2018).  
Most pairs of interests and personality traits that changed together share some degree of 
situational content, even those not included in our five hypothesized pairs. For example, 
conscientiousness and enterprising interests share a common focus on getting ahead in work and 
business contexts. Strong correlated change may have occurred in these two dimensions because 
conscientious behaviors, particularly those related to achievement striving, are often rewarded in 
work settings and can help individuals achieve positions of influence (Nye & Roberts, 2013). In 
a less direct manner, conventional interests and extraversion are also related through business 
contexts, where higher levels of extraversion can be advantageous. Openness, realistic, and 
conventional interests are divergently related in that many activities that comprise realistic and 
conventional interests involve systematic work routines in structured environments (e.g., filing 
paperwork, organizing goods, using industrial equipment). These types of activities oppose the 
situations embedded in openness (see also Hogan, 1983).  
The general factor correlations also indicate some degree of situational commonality 
shared by all personality traits and interest categories. Broad developmental mechanisms may 
lead to general changes in interest and personality because certain situations are relevant across 
trait categories. For example, social skills are valued in almost all interpersonal and work 
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settings. Students interested in pursuing a field of study or occupation, regardless of its content, 
will typically benefit by learning how to effectively manage their time and get along with peers, 
coworkers, or supervisors. This broad incentive structure helps explain why mean-levels of most 
personality traits and interest categories increase during late adolescence and young adulthood 
(Hoff et al., 2018; Roberts et al., 2006). In general, individuals who become more socially 
mature in their personality will have more opportunities to express and build upon their interests 
(Hogan & Blake, 1999).   
Limitations and Future Directions 
 Our sample is unique in that there has yet to be a long-term longitudinal study on 
personality or interests with an Icelandic population. This provides a way of examining the 
generalizability of findings from developmental studies in other countries. There were also 
several limitations. In Iceland, education is compulsory from ages 6-16 (grades 1-10) and 
students came from 21 total schools at time one. This resulted in a multilevel structure of the 
dataset. We were unable to apply cluster-robust standard errors in the analyses because of the 
relatively small number of clusters (i.e., schools) and unbalanced numbers of participants in each 
cluster (McNeish, Stapleton, & Silverman, 2017). However, the participants pursued a variety of 
different educational and career pathways at times two, three, and four, which is common among 
Icelandic young adults (Statistics Iceland, 2012). The divergent educational and career pathways 
of Icelandic youth may also help explain why there was not a clear pattern of mean-level changes 
in interest levels.  
Certain findings from study one should be viewed in context. In particular, the magnitude 
of correlated change coefficients between interest and personality dimensions should be viewed 
as tentative estimates, given that they emerged from a single sample. Methodological issues 
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could also be at play. Strong estimates of correlated change can be obtained when there is 
relatively little variance in change. This helps explain the notably strong correlated change 
estimate between artistic interests and openness (r = .88). The general factor model results 
should also be interpreted with some caution due to the high level of collinearity between 
intercept and slope factors among RIASEC dimensions. We tested alternative models to ensure 
the robustness of the general interest factor model, but future work could further investigate 
differing approaches to modeling the general interest factor (e.g., Shermer & Goffin, 2018; 
Tracey, 2012). In addition, all data was self-reported at each wave. Our findings therefore 
represent personality and interest development from the actor’s perspective, not from an 





STUDY 2:  
Interests, Personality, and Career Success 
Vocational interests and personality traits are widely studied individual difference 
variables with long-term predictive validity for career outcomes (e.g., Judge, Higgins, Thoreson, 
& Barrick, 1999; Damian, Su, Shanahan, Trautwein, & Roberts, 2015; Stoll et al., 2017; Su, 
2012; Volodina, Nagy, & Köller, 2015). Despite a long history of research on each variable, few 
longitudinal studies have examined how changes in vocational interests and personality traits 
influence career success. This is a particularly important question because interest and 
personality traits are not fixed during adulthood. Recent studies have shown that interests and 
personality traits change in meaningful ways throughout adolescence and young adulthood (e.g., 
Hoff, Briley, Wee, & Rounds, 2018; Golle et al., 2018; Roberts, Walton, & Viechtbauer, 2006).  
 In study two of this dissertation, we examine the long-term predictive validity of 
vocational interests and personality traits for five aspects of success. We focus on degree 
attainment, occupational prestige, income, career satisfaction, and job satisfaction. The study 
uses longitudinal data from two samples of Icelandic youth (N1 = 485; N2 = 1,290) tracked over 
11- and 12-year periods with a total of 3,833 observations. The first set of analyses examine how 
interests and personality traits change during young adulthood in terms of mean-level change and 
rank-order stability. Building on the descriptive analyses, the second set of analyses examine 
associations between career success and levels and changes in interests and personality traits. 
That is, we examine whether within-person changes in interests and personality traits predict 
career outcomes over and above their starting levels from late adolescence. The overall goal is to 
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better understand how interests and personality traits can be supported to develop in positive 
ways during adolescence and young adulthood. 
Interests, Personality, and Career Success 
Defining and Predicting Career Success 
Career success can be defined both intrinsically and extrinsically. Extrinsic career success 
is objective and can be directly observed or verified by a third party. Educational attainment, 
income, and occupational prestige are common indicators of extrinsic career success. In contrast, 
intrinsic career success refers to an individual’s subjective reactions to their career experiences 
(Heslin, 2005). Job and career satisfaction measures are commonly used to assess intrinsic career 
success. A large body of longitudinal research supports the long-term predictive validity of 
interests and personality traits for both intrinsic and extrinsic career success (for reviews, see 
Judge & Kammeyer-Mueller, 2007; Su & Nye, 2015; Su, 2019). However, the mechanisms that 
link personality traits and interests to career success differ depending on how success is defined 
and measured. 
 Extrinsic career success. Credé & Kuncel’s (2008) model of academic performance 
determinants provides an overview of key variables that predict academic achievement. 
Although the model focuses on academic achievement, education is one of the strongest 
predictors of career success (e.g., Spengler et al., 2015). The model’s primary predictor 
variables—cognitive ability, experience, interests, and personality—can reasonably be 
generalized to influence extrinsic career success. In the model, interests and personality traits are 
proposed as direct determinants of motivation and study habits, which in turn influence academic 
performance. When applied to work outcomes, Crede & Kuncel’s model also implies that 
personality traits and interests are important because they influence motivation.  
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 Vocational interests and personality traits serve three motivational functions (Su, Stoll, & 
Rounds, 2018, Su, 2019). First, interests and personality traits influence direction, including 
career goals, aspirations, and behaviors. In general, individuals are attracted to work 
environments in which they can better express their interests and personality traits (e.g., Holland, 
1997; Judge & Cable, 1997; Schneider, 1987; Sheu et al., 2011; Woods & Hampton, 2010). By 
guiding career choices, personality traits and vocational interests indirectly influence educational 
attainment, income, and occupational prestige (Huang & Pearce, 2013). For example, individuals 
with strong enterprising interests are more likely to aspire towards occupations that are well-
paid, require a high level of education, and are seen by others as high-status. Consequently, 
enterprising interests are often positively associated with educational attainment, occupational 
prestige, and income (Stoll et al., 2017; Su, 2012). 
 The second and third motivational functions of interests and personality traits are vigor 
and persistence (Su, Stoll, & Rounds, 2018; Su, 2019). Vocational interests and personality traits 
help determine the amount of effort that individuals put forth in works tasks and how long that 
effort is sustained. For example, individuals who are more conscientious tend to strive towards 
higher achievement, set clear goals for themselves, and stay organized and focused while 
working. As a result, conscientiousness is a positive predictor of extrinsic career success (Judge 
& Kammeyer-Mueller, 2007). Vocational interests also influence effort and persistence because 
people often work harder and longer at tasks they find enjoyable. Over time, individuals who are 
more interested in their job tasks may achieve greater occupational success because they can 
better sustain their effort and attention. Indeed, previous longitudinal studies have found that 
interest fit is a strong predictor of educational attainment, income, and occupational prestige 
(Neumann, Olitsky, & Robbins, 2009; Su, 2012).  
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Intrinsic career success. Vocational interests and personality traits can also influence 
job and career satisfaction. Several meta-analyses have examined the link between interest fit 
and job satisfaction (Assouline & Meir, 1987; Tranberg, Slane & Ekeberg, 1993; Tsabari, Tziner 
& Meir, 2005). In the largest meta-analysis, Morris (2003) reported an estimated true score 
correlation of r = .25 between interest fit and job satisfaction. This effect size is comparable in 
magnitude to the mean true score correlations between job satisfaction and emotional stability (r 
= .29), conscientiousness (r = .26), and extraversion (r = .25; Judge, Heller, & Mount, 2002). 
However, different mechanisms explain the associations between job satisfaction and 
personality/interests. Person-environment fit is crucial to capturing the predictive power of 
vocational interests. The overall strength of one’s vocational interests is less important than the 
extent to which their interests match the work environment (Rounds & Su, 2014). In contrast, 
personality traits represent a more dispositional source of job satisfaction. Individuals who are 
highly extraverted, conscientious, and emotionally stable tend to be more satisfied with their jobs 
and careers across a wide variety of jobs (Judge et al., 1999; Judge et al., 2002; Lounsbury et al., 
2003; Sutin, Costa, Miech, & Eaton, 2009).  
In summary, there are multiple motivational mechanisms through which vocational 
interests and personality traits influence career success. Some of these mechanisms are shared 
between interests and personality, while others differ across domains. On the one hand, both 
interests and personality traits influence people’s motivation to pursue different sorts of careers 
(Su, 2019; Judge & Cable, 1997). Individual differences in interests and personality propel 
people towards distinct occupational roles, which vary in terms of educational requirements, 
status/prestige, and income. This partly explains why certain interest and personality dimensions 
are associated with extrinsic indicators of career success. 
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In addition to influencing career choice, both interests and personality traits influence the 
amount of effort put forth at work and the extent to which individuals are satisfied with their 
jobs. However, there is an important distinction in how interests and personality traits affect 
satisfaction in work settings. Certain personality traits (e.g., conscientiousness and emotional 
stability) broadly predict dispositional satisfaction across most occupations (Judge et al., 2002). 
In contrast, vocational interests only predict satisfaction and effort when interest items are 
relevant to tasks performed in specific jobs or occupational groups. For example, an accountant’s 
conventional interests (related to math and computers) will predict their effort and satisfaction at 
work much more strongly than their social interest levels. This explains why interest fit predicts 
job satisfaction more strongly than overall interest levels.  
Personality and Interest Changes 
Given their importance for predicting career outcomes, it is critical to understand how 
personality traits and vocational interests develop and change during young adulthood. The Neo-
Socioanalytic Model of personality (Roberts & Wood, 2006; Nye & Roberts, 2019) describes 
two principles that are particularly important for describing how enduring individual differences 
develop over time. First, the cumulative continuity principle explains that personality traits and 
vocational interests become increasingly stable across young adulthood (Low et al., 2005; 
Roberts & DelVecchio, 2000). As young adults progress through school and enter the workforce, 
they tend to self-select into occupational environments that are consistent with their existing 
traits (Roberts & Caspi, 2003). This leads people to experience fewer environmental variations 
that trigger changes in personality and interests, leading to increasing levels of personality and 
interest stability with age (Wrzus & Roberts, 2016).  
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Although personality becomes increasingly stable with age, mean-levels of personality 
traits change in predictable ways. The maturity principle describes normative increases in 
personality traits associated with social maturity during young adulthood (Roberts & Mroczek, 
2008). On average, mean-levels of conscientiousness, emotional stability, and agreeableness 
increase with age during young adulthood (Roberts et al., 2006). These changes often occur 
across social role transitions that require increasing levels of personality maturity. For example, 
when starting full-time work, several social skills become increasingly important, such as time 
management, emotion regulation, and getting along with coworkers. New employees who are 
highly conscientious, emotionally stable, and agreeable should be at an advantage compared to 
peers with lower levels of these traits. This helps explain why personality levels generally 
increase during young adulthood. It also suggests that personality changes, particularly those 
related to social maturity, may predict career success over and above adolescent levels.  
A meta-analysis of mean-level changes in vocational interests among U.S. samples 
revealed small mean-level increases in artistic, social, and enterprising interests across young 
adulthood (Hoff et al., 2018). In addition, study one of this dissertation found that mean-levels of 
interests generally did not change across the first four waves of measurement in sample 1. 
Together, this evidence suggests that mean-level changes in vocational interests are smaller in 
magnitude and less consistent in direction compared to personality traits. Nonetheless, there is 
still variability in how interests change across young adulthood (Ion, Nye, & Ilescu, 2017), 
raising the possibility that interest changes may be associated with career outcomes. 
Study 2 Overview 
Study two of this dissertation has a unique focus on integrating principles of personality 
and interest development with the prediction of career outcomes. The overall goal is to better 
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understand how developmental changes in interests and personality traits relate to career 
attainment during young adulthood. To this end, we established two primary research questions. 
First, we examine how vocational interests and personality traits develop in terms of rank-order 
stability and mean-level change. Second, we investigate whether within-person changes in 
interests and personality traits predict career success over and above initial trait levels. The study 
uses longitudinal data from two samples of Icelandic youth spanning approximately 12-years of 
late adolescence and young adulthood.  
Prior to conducting data analysis, we preregistered an analytic plan on the Open Science 
Framework, an online platform for sharing research projects. The analytic plan outlined the two 
major sets of analyses described below. We chose to preregister research questions rather than 
hypotheses because of the descriptive nature of the study. The registration document will be 
made publicly available for online access prior to journal article submission 
(https://osf.io/xr4dy/). 
Research Question 1: How do Interests and Personality Traits Change Over Time? 
The cumulative continuity principle explains that the rank-order stability of interests and 
personality traits generally increases with age during young adulthood (Roberts & Caspi, 2003). 
Based on this principle, we expected increases in the rank-order stability of all interest and 
personality dimensions across each subsequent time point. In addition, we also sought to 
compare the rank-order stability of interests and personality traits. A unique strength of this 
study is that we were able to compare stability estimates across domains within the same 
samples. A prior meta-analysis compared the rank-order stability of vocational interests and 
personality traits using different samples of participants at similar ages. Low et al.’s (2005) meta-
analytic results suggest that interests are more stable than personality traits and that interests 
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reach peak stability earlier in the life span. Based on this finding, we expected interests to be 
more stable than personality traits across the full study and at each adjacent time point.  
In addition to rank-order stability, we also examine mean-level changes in personality 
traits and vocational interests. Based on the maturity principle (Roberts & Mroczek, 2008), we 
expected mean-level increases in conscientiousness, agreeableness, and emotional stability 
across the full study. Mean-levels of openness also increase during late adolescence before 
plateauing during young adulthood (Roberts et al., 2006). We therefore also expected mean-level 
increases in openness across the full study. For vocational interests, we first examine mean-level 
change using Holland’s (1997) RIASEC categories (i.e., Realistic, Investigative, Artistic, Social, 
Enterprising, and Conventional interests). Study one of this dissertation found a lack of 
cumulative changes in mean-levels of RIASEC interests across the first four waves of data from 
sample 1. We therefore expected mean-levels of RIASEC interests to show little cumulative 
change across the full study.  
In addition to examining mean-level change in Holland’s (1997) RIASEC categories, we 
also consider whether participants’ interests change based on their occupational attainment in 
young adulthood. We were particularly interested in examining mean-level change in the 
vocational interest category that matched respondents’ job titles from the most recent wave of 
data collection. To test this expectation, we assigned RIASEC interest codes to each participant’s 
most recently reported job titles using a standardized coding procedure (see “Method” section for 
details). Then, we created a new variable that represents each participants’ vocational interests 
across the full study in the interest category that matched their most recently reported job title 




Research Question 2: Do Personality and Interest Changes Predict Career Success? 
After describing trajectories of rank-order stability and mean-level change, we next 
examine whether growth in vocational interests and personality traits predicts career success. 
Prior longitudinal research suggests that emotional stability and conscientiousness are the 
strongest predictors of career success among the Big Five (Judge et al., 1999; Judge & 
Kammeyer-Mueller, 2007). Because higher levels of conscientiousness and emotional stability 
are advantageous in work settings, we expect that individuals who start higher, and increase 
more than average in these two traits will broadly be more successful in their careers. We use 
latent growth curve models to examine associations between personality intercepts and slopes 
and five indicators career success (degree attainment, occupational prestige, income, career 
satisfaction, and job satisfaction). We generally expected positive associations between the 
career success variables and the intercept and slope of the Big Five traits, with emotional 
stability and conscientiousness emerging as the strongest predictors.   
Our expectations for vocational interests as predictors of career success varied across 
intrinsic and extrinsic indicators. As mentioned, the occupations associated with Holland’s 
(1997) RIASEC categories vary in terms of pay, prestige, and educational requirements.  In 
particular, the investigative and enterprising interest categories contain a higher frequency of 
occupations positively associated with extrinsic indicators of career success. We therefore 
expected investigative and enterprising interests to positively predict degree attainment, 
occupational prestige, and income. On the other hand, we expected realistic interests to 
negatively predict degree attainment because many realistic occupations require less education. 
For intrinsic career success, we focused on matching career interests as the main predictor 
variable. Because the matching interest category captures individual differences in interest fit, we 
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expected positive associations between matching interests and job and career satisfaction. We 
also expected matching career interests to correlate positively with income and occupational 
prestige. Individuals with greater interest in their career area may outperform less interested 
peers and achieve greater occupational success. We test these expectations using growth curve 
models similar to those estimated with personality traits.  
Study 2 Method 
Study two is based on two samples of Icelandic youth with longitudinal data spanning 11- 
and 12-year total intervals across adolescence and young adulthood (~age 16-30). Table 8 
presents an overview of the two samples. Both samples are well-representative of the Icelandic 
student population in terms of gender, educational tracks (i.e., academic vs. vocational), and 
location (rural vs. urban; Einarsdóttir & Rounds, 2007; 2013). The longitudinal datasets include 
measures of vocational interests and personality traits at each wave, with career outcomes 
collected at the most recent wave. Sample 1 (N1 = 485) includes five waves of longitudinal data, 
while sample 2 (N2 = 1,290) includes three waves. Career outcomes from both samples have not 
been analyzed in any previous study.  
Sample 1. Participants were 485 students born in 1990 contacted during their last year of 
compulsory education in Iceland (average age = 15.3, 47% female). Participants were contacted 
again two-, six-, eight- and eleven-years later. At wave two (N = 188, 56% female, average age = 
17.7), almost 95% of respondents reported enrollment in upper secondary school, and 13% were 
working full-time. At wave three (N = 237, 54% female, average age = 21.7), 61% were still 
enrolled in some form of education and 50% were working full-time. At wave four (N = 211, 
56% female, average age = 23.7), 57% were enrolled in education and 40% were working full-
time. At wave five (N = 207, 53% female, average age = 26.7), 35% were still enrolled in 
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education, 70% were working full-time, 18% were working part-time, and 12% reported working 
in an “other” category. 
Sample 2. The participants in sample 2 were 1,290 students enrolled in upper-secondary 
education when originally contacted (51% female). Compared to the first sample, participants in 
sample 2 were slightly older at wave one (average age = 17.3) and there was more variability in 
age2 (final age range: 14-21 years). Participants were contacted again six- and twelve-years later. 
At wave two (N = 670, 58% female, average age = 23.3), about 58% of respondents were still 
enrolled in some form of education and 37% reported working full-time. At wave three (N = 578, 
58% female, average age = 29.3), 22% were still enrolled in education and 78% were working 
full-time.  
Procedure 
The data for sample 1 was first collected in 2006 as a part of the standardization of the 
Icelandic Interest Inventory (Bendill – I, Einarsdóttir & Rounds, 2007). Forty schools were 
randomly chosen from a list provided by the Ministry of Education of all compulsory education 
schools offering 10th grade in Iceland. Administrators of 21 schools accepted the request for 
participation, informed parents and offered them the chance to decline participation. At time two, 
participants were contacted through telephone to be recruited for the study. Contact information 
was acquired through the national registry and on-line phonebook. A website link with access to 
the measures was sent through e-mail to participants who accepted. At times three, four, and 
five, e-mails were sent to request participation, followed by phone calls to non-responders.  
                                               
2 Because of the study’s focus on age-related developmental changes, 78 participants from sample 2 were 
excluded who were 22 years or older at time one. Sample 2 originally consisted of 1,368 participants ranging in age 
from 14-63 years-old (SD = 3.5 years). Removing these participants led to a substantial reduction in the variability 
of ages (SD in final sample = 1.44 years), reducing the possibility of confounding age with growth.  
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The data collection procedure for sample 2 was generally the same as with sample 1, 
except for the schools contacted and the time between assessments. All 31 upper-secondary 
schools in Iceland were initially contacted in 2006, and 22 schools agreed to participate. At each 
school, career counselors selected groups of students to represent the student body in fields of 
study. Participation was voluntary and unpaid, but students were offered individual feedback 
regarding their interest profiles by the career counselors. Participants were contacted at waves 
two and three (in 2012 and 2018, respectively) using emails and phone calls to non-responders.  
The study was reviewed by the Icelandic Data Protection Authority in four submissions. 
It was initially submitted to the Data Protection Authority on June 10, 2005 (submission number 
S2655: Þróun netvæddrar áhugakönnunar fyrir grunn-og framhaldsskólanema; Development of 
an On-Line Interest Inventory for Compulsory and Upper-Secondary Education Students). It was 
reviewed again on September 3, 2012; March 10, 2014; July 8, 2017; and August 3, 2018 
(submission numbers S5676, S7024, S8342, S8608 with the same title: Þróun persónuleika, 
starfsáhuga og lífsmarkmiða meðal íslenskra ungmenna; Personality, Interest, and Life Goal 
Development Among Icelandic Youth). The use of educational testing and registration data to 
describe sample 1 was reviewed on June 23, 2011 (submission number S5238: Spáir samræmi í 
starfsáhuga á námsvali fyrir um brotthvarf úr framhaldsskóla; Does Interest Major Congruence 
Predict Dropout From Upper Secondary Education?). 
Individual Difference Measures  
Personality. In both samples, Big Five personality traits were measured using the 
Icelandic version of the NEO-FFI (Costa & McCrae, 1992; Jónsson & Bergþórsson, 2004). The 
measure contains 60 total items, 12 for each Big Five trait (i.e., emotional stability, extraversion, 
openness, agreeableness, and conscientiousness). The five-factor structure of this measure has 
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been supported in Icelandic samples. Participants self-reported their personality traits using five-
point scales (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree). Table 9 presents the means, standard 
deviations, and Cronbach’s alphas for the personality scales in both samples. In sample 1 (N = 
485), the internal consistency reliabilities (alpha) of the personality scales ranged from .65 to .85 
at wave one, .71 to .88 at wave two, .76 to .88 at wave three, .72 to .86 at wave four, and from 
.75 to .90 at wave five. In sample 2 (N = 1,291), alphas ranged from .68 to 85 at wave one, .72 to 
.88 at wave two, and from .74 to .87 at wave three. 
Interests. Vocational interests were assessed using the Icelandic Interest Inventory (I and 
II; Einarsdóttir & Rounds, 2007; 2013). The version of the inventory used differed across 
samples, but both versions measure Holland’s (1997) RIASEC categories based on the structure 
of the Icelandic labor market (Einarsdóttir, Rounds, & Su, 2010). The inventory used with 
sample 1 (version I and II) contains 114 total items, with 17 - 22 items per scale. Half of the 
items (57) refer to work activities (e.g. design a computer program, assist people with 
disabilities, cut fish in a machine), while the other half refer to (upper secondary) school subjects 
(e.g. natural sciences, electronics, literature, use of tools). The inventory used with sample 2 
(version III) contains 112 total items, with 15 - 23 items per scale. Similar to the other version of 
the inventory, half of the items refer to work activities. However, unlike the other version, the 
remaining items refer to occupational titles (as opposed to school subjects).  
Table 9 also presents the means, standard deviations, and Cronbach’s alphas for the 
interest scales in both samples. In sample 1, Cronbach’s alphas ranged from .91 to .93 at wave 
one, .90 to .94 at wave two, .91 to .95 at wave three, from .91 to .94 at wave four, and from .91 
to .94 at wave five. In sample 2, alphas ranged from .91 to .95 at wave one, .90 to .96 at wave 
two, and from .90 to .95 at wave three. In sample 1, a randomization test of the RIASEC 
 
 51 
correlation matrix (Rounds, Tracey, & Hubert, 1992) resulted in a CI = .69, indicating a good fit 
to Holland ́s structural model. In sample 2, a randomization test of the RIASEC correlation 
matrix resulted in a CI = .58, indicating an acceptable fit Holland ́s structural model (Einarsdóttir 
& Rounds, 2013).  
 In both datasets, we created an additional interest category—matching interests—that 
only contained participants’ interest scores in the high-point RIASEC category of their most 
recently reported job title. The matching interest category was used in the prediction models as a 
measure of interest fit. Because the RIASEC scales contained different numbers of items, we 
standardized interest scale scores prior to aggregating participants’ interest data into a single 
column. Interest high point codes of occupations were obtained through the Occupational 
Information Network website (O*NET; Peterson, Mumford, Borman, Jeanneret, & Fleishman, 
1999; Peterson et al., 2001) using a standardized coding process. Details of the coding process 
are explained below (see “Occupational prestige” subsection). 
Crystallized ability. Standardized test scores in English, Icelandic, and Math were used 
as a measure of crystallized ability in sample 1 (test scores were not available in the Sample 2). 
Exam results are reported on a standardized scale of 0 – 60, with an overall (national) mean of 30 
(SD = 10). In sample 1, the means for math, Icelandic, and English were 30.1 (SD = 9.24, N = 
460), 30.5 (SD = 8.95, N = 467), and 30.3 (SD = 9.29, N = 452), respectively. The scores were 
normally distributed with skewness of .13 for math, -.01 for Icelandic, and -.10 for English. 
These results support the representativeness of sample 1 in terms of academic achievement 





Career Outcomes Variables 
Degree attainment. Information about participants’ educational attainment from 2006-
2016 was obtained from the Icelandic National Registry. The registry contains archival data 
about all Iceland citizens’ educational status each year, including enrollment statuses and degrees 
completed. For this study, we focused on the highest obtained educational degree, coded into one 
of five ordinal categories (1 = compulsory education or less, 2 = vocational degree, 3 = upper-
secondary degree/matriculation exam, 4 = undergraduate degree, 5 = graduate degree).  
Income. Income was measured via a self-report question asking respondents for their 
usual paid annual wages before tax. There were eleven response categories, ranging from 1 = 
200,000 Króna or less to 11 = over 1.5 million Króna. In 2017, the Icelandic Króna was worth 
roughly 10 times as much as the U.S. dollar, so the low-end category represents making 
approximately $20,000 USD or less, while the high-end category represents making 
approximately $150,000 USD or more.  
Job satisfaction. Job satisfaction was measured with five items from Brayfield and 
Rothe (1951). The following items were measured with a 5-point scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 
= strongly agree): “I feel fairly well satisfied with my present job," "Most days I am enthusiastic 
about my work," "Each day of work seems like it will never end" (reverse scored), "I find real 
enjoyment in my work," and "I consider my job rather unpleasant" (reverse scored).  
Career satisfaction. Career satisfaction was measured with five items from Greenhaus, 
Parasuraman, & Wormley (1990). The items were measured on a 5-point scale (1 = strongly 
disagree, 5 = strongly agree). The stem for each item was I am satisfied with: “the success I have 
achieved in my career", "the progress I have made toward meeting my overall career goals", "the 
progress I have made toward meeting my goals for income," "the progress I have made toward 
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meeting my goals for advancement", "the progress I have made toward meeting my goals for the 
development of new skills".  
Occupational prestige. Occupational prestige reflects the status associated with different 
jobs in society (Hauser & Warren, 1997; Nakao & Treas, 1994; Stevens & Featherman, 1981). 
Occupational prestige ratings were assigned to self-reported job titles using a three-step process, 
which was repeated in both datasets. First, self-reported job titles from all waves of data 
collection were translated from Icelandic to English by project researchers fluent in both 
languages. Second, the translated job titles were coded into occupations using the using the 
Occupational Information Network’s (O*NET) Standard Occupational Classification (SOC) 
system. The SOC system classifies for-profit work into more than 900 occupations. Each 
occupation is classified according to the activities performed, interests, values, skills, and 
educational requirements needed to perform the work. The coding was conducted by the 
dissertation author and four trained undergraduate research assistants. All coded occupations 
were double checked by the dissertation author and a project researcher from Iceland who 
ensured that all occupational codes accurately reflected the job titles originally reported in 
Icelandic.   
After the coding process was completed, the third step involved assigning prestige ratings 
and interest data to each occupation. Prestige ratings were calculated using work value 
dimensions for each occupation. In the O*NET system, each occupation is assigned a value from 
0 to 100 on six work value dimensions: Achievement, Independence, Recognition, Relationships, 
Support, and Working Conditions. Occupational prestige ratings were calculated by taking the 
average score between achievement and recognition, the two work values most associated with 
high status. This index of occupational prestige has been used in previous publications (Spengler, 
 
 54 
Damian, & Roberts, 2018) and led to a wide distribution of prestige scores, ranging from 3 
(“Cleaners of vehicles and equipment”) to 95 (“Surgeons”). Table 26 in Appendix 2 presents the 
complete list of occupations from both samples sorted by prestige ratings.  
For analyses, prestige ratings were only used from each participant’s most recently 
reported job title. In addition, prestige ratings were only used as an outcome if they were based 
on job titles reported in waves 3, 4, or 5 in the first sample, or from waves 2 or 3 in the second 
sample. This was done to ensure that the occupational prestige variable reflected career 
attainment in adulthood, rather than part-time or temporary work at age 18 or below.      
 Missing data. Attrition analyses were conducted to examine differences between those 
who dropped out from the study versus those reported career outcomes. In both datasets, we 
sorted participants into two groups based on whether or not they responded at the most recent 
wave when career outcomes data was collected (i.e., wave five in sample 1 and wave three in 
sample 2). Next, we tested for differences between the two groups in terms of interest and 
personality levels from time one, demographic variables (gender, home location), educational 
attainment, and standardized test scores (which were only available in the first sample). In 
sample 1, there were no statistically significant differences in interest or personality levels 
between the two groups. In sample 2, there were statistically significant mean differences in 
three of eleven interest and personality dimensions. Compared to those who remained in the 
study, participants who dropped out scored higher on Realistic interests at wave one (d = .17, 
95% CI = [.06, .28]), and lower on openness (d = -.17, 95% CI = [-.28, -.05]) and agreeableness 
(d = -.24, 95% CI = [-.35, -.12]). 
Gender, educational attainment, and crystallized ability also predicted missing data. In 
sample 1, participants who dropped out were more likely to be male (d = .22, 95% CI = [.03, 
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.40]), completed less education (d = -.64, 95% CI = [-.82, -.45]), and had lower crystallized 
ability at age 16 (d = -.35, 95% CI = [-.54, -.17]). In sample 2, participants who dropped out 
were also more likely to be male (d = .27, 95% CI = [.16, .38]) and completed less education (d = 
-.53, 95% CI = [-.65, -.42]). Based on these results, we included gender, degree attainment, and 
crystallized ability (in sample 1 only) as auxiliary variables in all subsequent analyses that did 
not already include these variables as predictors, covariates, or outcomes3. Full-information 
maximum-likelihood (FIML) technique was used for all analyses using Mplus Version 8 
(Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2017). The FIML technique is recommended for treating missing data 
in longitudinal modeling because it is unbiased under missing-completely at-random (MCAR) 
and missing-at-random (MAR) situations and provides more efficient parameter estimates 
(Newman, 2003, 2014).  
 Measurement invariance. We tested for measurement invariance across time for each 
RIASEC interest and Big Five trait using the general procedure described by Widaman, Ferrer, 
and Conger (2010). In each dataset, we first created three parcels for each trait category using the 
item-to-construct balance technique with data from the first time point (Little, Cunningham, 
Shahar, & Widaman, 2002). Next, we compared fit statistics for a series of increasingly restricted 
models to establish invariance across time. In the baseline model (configural invariance), the 
same pattern of factor loadings was specified at each time point. In the next two models, factor 
loadings (metric invariance) and intercepts (scalar invariance) were set as invariant across time. 
If scalar invariance was not supported, we tested for partial scalar invariance by freeing the 
intercept constraint for the parcel with the largest residual value at a single timepoint. We used 
                                               
3 Auxiliary variables can only be specified when they are not already included in a model as a predictor, covariate, 
or outcome.   
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the same procedure for both samples, establishing measurement invariance separately for the 
interest and personality scales in each dataset.  
Rank-order stability. Rank-order stability was assessed between adjacent timepoints 
(i.e., W1-2, W2-3, W3-4, W4-5) and across the full study using Pearson correlations. We then 
compared average stability estimates across personality and interests within each sample. 
Mean-level change. Mean-level change was examined through comparisons of mean 
scale scores at adjacent timepoints and across the full study. The difference between two mean 
scores was estimated using the standardized mean difference, Cohen’s d  
Growth curve models. We estimated trajectories of mean-level change in each 
personality trait and interest category using linear latent growth curve models. In the linear 
growth models, interests and personality traits were modeled as a function of time (i.e., W1 to 
W5) with three types of latent variables: intercept, slope, and residuals. The intercept reflects the 
level of the trait at the first wave, whereas the slope represents the average rate of change over 
time (separate from random error). In sample 1, waves 2, 3, 4, and 5 were separated from wave 1 
by two, six, eight, and eleven years, respectively. We therefore fixed the paths to the slope from 
wave 1 at 0, wave 2 at 1 (i.e., 2/2); wave 3 at 3 (i.e., 6/2); wave 4 at 4 (i.e., 8/2), and wave 5 at 
5.5 (i.e., 11/2).  In sample 2, waves 2 and 3 were separated from wave 1 by six and twelve years. 
We fixed the paths to the slope from wave 1 at 0, wave 2 at 3 (6/2), and wave 3 at 6 (i.e., 12/2).  
After specifying the basic linear growth curve models, we examined gender differences 
in intercepts and slopes in all personality traits and interest categories. For each Big Five trait 
and RIASEC interest, we modeled the influence of gender on the intercept and slope variables. 
Gender was dummy coded with females coded as 0 and males coded as 1. The path coefficient 
for the link between gender and the intercept/slope variable illustrates the magnitude and 
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direction of gender differences in the intercept/slope of that trait category, standardized with 
respect to the personality or interest scale. For example, a statistically significant negative 
coefficient between gender and an intercept variable indicates that women have higher levels of a 
certain personality trait or interest compared with men.  
Growth as a predictor of career success. We next tested a series of models examining 
associations between career outcomes and personality/interest growth. Figure 6 displays the 
basic path model that was used to test these associations. For each personality trait and interest 
category, we tested for associations between the career outcome variables and the intercept and 
slope. These models controlled for variance associated with gender, and were applied to each 
outcome variable separately. In addition, models controlling for cognitive ability in sample 1 
were also estimated and are reported in the supplemental materials. We report separate parameter 
estimates for each sample and the average (i.e., weighted mean) correlation across both samples. 
Because the two samples included identical outcome measures and participants were of similar 
ages, the weighted mean correlations provide more precise estimates of overall effect sizes. 
For all analyses, we report confidence intervals or standard errors as a measure of effect 
size precision. Tables 27 and 28 in Appendix B display correlation matrices between career 
outcomes and all personality and interest variables from wave one. 
Study 2 Results 
Measurement Invariance 
Fit statistics for the measurement invariance tests across time points are displayed in 
Tables 29-32 of Appendix B. Tables 29 and 30 display the results for sample 1 across five waves 
of measurement. To summarize, all of the interest categories and agreeableness were fully 
consistent with scalar invariance across time, as indicated by negligible changes in the fit 
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statistics of the scalar and metric invariance models (i.e., ΔRMSEA > .02). Partial scalar 
invariance was found by freeing a single parcel at time one for the other four personality traits. 
Tables 31 and 32 display the results from sample 2 across three waves of measurement. Realistic 
interests and conscientiousness were fully consistent with scalar invariance across time. The 
other interest categories and personality traits were partially consistent with scalar invariance. 
Partial scalar invariance was found by freeing a single parcel for artistic, social, enterprising, 
conventional, and emotional stability, and by freeing two parcels for investigative, extraversion, 
and openness.  
Overall, these results indicate acceptable measurement properties for the vocational 
interest and personality scales in both samples. In most of the partial scalar invariance models, 
only one intercept was required to be freely estimated to obtain negligible change in model fit 
statistics. Interestingly, the parcels that were required to be freed were typically at the first 
timepoint. One potential explanation for this finding is that younger participants tend to engage 
in more acquiescent response sets (Mõttus et al., 2018; Soto, John, Gosling, & Potter, 2008), 
which may explain why the lack of full scalar invariance was concentrated around the first 
measurement occasion.  
Rank-Order Stability 
 Table 10 presents the rank-order stabilities and 95% confidence intervals of personality 
traits and vocational interests. In both samples, interests and personality traits became 
increasingly stable with age. In sample 1, the average stability coefficients among the Big Five 
traits were r = .50 from wave 1 to 2, r = .64 from wave 2 to 3, r = .70 from wave 3 to 4, and r = 
.74 from wave 4 to 5. Vocational interests were slightly more stable, as the average coefficients 
among the RIASEC scales were r = .50 from wave 1 to 2, r = .68 from wave 2 to 3, r = .77 from 
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wave 3 to 4, and r = .78 from wave 4 to 5. There were a few notable differences between specific 
Big Five and RIASEC scales. Across the full 11-year interval, conscientiousness (r = .26), 
extraversion (r = .28), and social interests (r = .29) were the least stable traits, while emotional 
stability (r = .54) and openness (r = .48) were the most stable.  
 In sample 2, the average stability coefficients among the Big Five traits were r = .56 from 
wave 1 to 2 and r = .68 from wave 2 to 3. Across the full 12-year interval, emotional stability (r 
= .44) was the least stable Big Five trait, while Openness (r = .60) was the most stable. The 
average stability coefficients among RIASEC categories were r = .59 from wave 1 to 2 and r = 
.72 from wave 2 to 3. Conventional interests (r = .41) were the least stable interest category 
across the full 12-years, while realistic interests (r = .62) were the most stable. Overall, these 
results indicate that vocational interests were slightly more stable than personality traits across 
adjacent timepoints. However, the average differences across domains were small and there were 
larger differences between specific Big Five and RIASEC interests. In addition, there were 
essentially no differences in the average stability of personality and interests across the full study 
(in sample 1, r = .38 for personality, r = .37 for interests; in sample 2, r = .50 for personality, r = 
.52 for interests).  
Mean-Level Change 
Table 11 displays mean-level changes in interests and personality traits. Standardized 
difference scores (i.e., d-values) were estimated across the full study and each adjacent 
timepoint. Results provided support for personality maturation in both samples. In sample 1, 
mean-level increases were found across the full study in agreeableness (d = .67, CI = [.50, .83]), 
openness (d = .47, CI = [.31, .64]), and conscientiousness (d = .30, CI = [.14, .47]). Emotional 
stability levels remained constant while extraversion levels decreased (d = -.34, CI = [-.51, -
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.18]). The patterns of change were similar in sample 2, as mean-level increases occurred in 
agreeableness (d = .73, CI = [.63, .84]), conscientiousness (d = .51, CI = [.41, .61]), openness (d 
= .16, CI = [.06, .26]), and emotional stability (d = .16, CI = [.06, .26]). Extraversion levels (d = -
.19, CI = [-.29, -.19]) also decreased across the full study in sample 2.  
Compared to personality traits, mean-level changes in interests were smaller in 
magnitude. In sample 1, the greatest increase across the full study was found in investigative 
interests (d = .18, CI = [.02, .34]). The other interest categories showed little cumulative change 
(d’s < |.10|). In sample 2, mean-level decreases were found in artistic (d = -.34, CI = [-.44, -.24]), 
social (d = -.26, CI = [-.36, -.16]), and enterprising interests (d = -.26, CI = [-.36, -.16]). 
Realistic, investigative, and conventional interests did not change substantially across the full 
study (d’s < |.10|). 
Growth curve models. Next, we formalized the description of mean-level changes in 
personality traits and vocational interests using latent growth curve models. Table 12 displays the 
results of the linear growth curve models for each personality trait and interest category, 
including matching interests. The mean slope values represent the average rate of change per 
two-years in the interest categories and personality traits in the metrics of the original scale. The 
#2	values represent the variance of the intercepts and slopes. Note that there was statistically 
significant variance in the intercepts and slopes of all personality and interest scales, including 
the matching interest category.  
Gender differences in mean-level change. We also used latent growth curve modeling 
to estimate gender differences in mean-level change. Table 13 displays the standardized 
parameter estimates for gender differences in the intercepts and slopes of each Big Five trait and 
RIASEC category (standardized with respect to the personality and interest scales, but not 
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gender). Gender was dummy-coded in these models such that females were coded as 0 and males 
were coded as 1. As a result, positive values indicate that males score higher and negative values 
indicate that males score lower. For example, a negative parameter estimate in the slope column 
of Table 13 indicates that males showed a more negative mean-level slope trajectory compared 
to females.   
The pattern of gender differences was generally consistent in both samples. In sample 1, 
males scored higher on emotional stability (b = .39, CI = [.28, .50]), and lower on extraversion (b 
= -.23, CI = [-.36, -.10]) and agreeableness (b = -.28, CI = [-.40, -.16]). In sample 2, males also 
scored higher on emotional stability (b = .40, CI = [.32, .48]), and lower on extraversion (b = -
.29, CI = [-.37, -.21]) and agreeableness (b = -.27, CI = [-.34, -.21]). In addition, small intercept 
differences were found in sample 2 in openness (b = -.18, CI = [-.24, -.11]) and 
conscientiousness (b = -.18, CI = [-.25, -.12]), with males scoring lower than females on both of 
these traits.  
Gender differences in growth curve intercepts were generally larger among interest 
categories compared to personality. In sample 1, males scored higher on realistic (b = .56, CI = 
[.47, .66]), conventional (b = .33, CI = [.20, .45]), and investigative (b = .23, CI = [.11, .35]). 
Females scored higher on social (b = -.66, CI = [-.77, -.56]) and artistic (b = -.23, CI = [-.35, -
.10]). In sample 2, males also scored higher on realistic (b = .49, CI = [.42, .55]), conventional (b 
= .14, CI = [.07, .21]) and investigative (b = .09, CI = [.02, .16]), whereas females scored higher 
on social (b = -.53, CI = [-.59, -.47]) and artistic (b = -.20, CI = [-.26, -.13]). In both samples, 
there was no statistically significant gender difference in the intercept of enterprising interests. 
 Among personality and interest slopes, there were a few notable gender differences. In 
both samples, females displayed a more positive slope trajectory than males in emotional 
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stability (sample 1: b = -.38, CI = [-.60, -.17]; sample 2: b = -.14, CI = [-.26, -.01]). Because 
males scored higher on the intercept, this indicates that gender differences in emotional stability 
decreased with age. Females also increased more than males in conscientiousness in both 
samples (sample 1: b = -.20, CI = [-.35, -.05]; sample 2: b = -.08, CI = [-.18, .01]), although this 
difference was only statistically significant in sample 1. Among interest slopes, males in both 
samples showed more positive slope trajectories than females in artistic (sample 1: b =.32, CI = 
[.13, .51]; sample 2: b =.26, CI = [.16, .36]) and social interests (sample 1: b =.20, CI = [.04, 
.36]; sample 2: b = .27, CI = [.17, .37]). Because females scored higher on the intercepts of 
artistic and social interests, this indicates that gender differences decreased with age in these two 
interest categories.  
 Overall, the results of the gender analyses indicate that males and females differ in the 
intercepts of most personality traits and interest categories. The largest gender differences in both 
samples were found in the intercepts of emotional stability and realistic and social interests. 
While gender differences in realistic interests remained constant across the full study, the 
magnitude of gender differences in social interests and emotional stability decreased over time. 
Gender differences were small-to-moderate in magnitude in all other personality traits and 
interest categories. We controlled for the influence of gender in all subsequent models examining 
associations with career outcomes. 
Growth as a Predictor of Career Success 
 The final sets of analyses examined associations between career outcomes and 
personality/interest intercepts and slopes. These models test whether within-person changes in 
personality traits and interests predict different aspects of career success over and above trait 
levels from wave one. All models controlled for gender differences in outcomes and predictor 
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variables (i.e., personality traits, interests, and crystallized ability). Figure 6 displays the path 
model that was applied to each outcome variable and predictor separately, corresponding to the 
results reported in Tables 14-18. Tables 14-18 report the average correlation across both samples 
(weighted by sample size) in addition to separate correlations from each sample. We focus our 
interpretations on the weighted mean correlations, which provide more precise effect size 
estimates.  
Degree attainment. Table 14 displays associations between degree attainment and 
personality, interests, and crystallized ability. Crystallized ability at wave one showed the 
strongest positive association with degree attainment in sample 1 (r = .46). Among the Big Five 
traits, the conscientiousness intercept was the strongest predictor of degree attainment (weighted 
mean r = .21), followed by the intercepts of emotional stability (weighted mean r = .16), 
openness (weighted mean r = .16), agreeableness (weighted mean r = .16), and extraversion 
(weighted mean r = .14). Among the interest categories, the intercepts of investigative (weighted 
mean r = .21) and enterprising (weighted mean r = .13) were positively associated with degree 
attainment, while the realistic intercept (weighted mean r = -.18) was negatively associated. 
Personality and interest slopes were generally weakly associated with degree attainment. 
Occupational prestige. Table 15 displays associations between occupational prestige 
and personality, interests, and crystallized ability. Crystallized ability at wave one was positively 
associated with occupational prestige in sample 1 (r = .22). Among the Big Five personality 
traits, the intercepts of emotional stability (weighted mean r = .21), conscientiousness (weighted 
mean r = .20), and openness (weighted mean r = .17) showed the strongest positive associations 
with occupational prestige. Among vocational interests, the intercept of the matching interest 
category—representing interest scale scores from wave one in the RIASEC category of each 
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participant’s future job—was most strongly associated with occupational prestige (weighted 
mean r = .19). The intercepts of investigative (weighted mean r = .17) and enterprising 
(weighted mean r = .15) were also positively associated with occupational prestige. Similar to 
degree attainment, the personality and interest slopes were weakly associated with occupational 
prestige. 
Income. Associations between income and personality, interests, and crystallized ability 
are displayed in Table 16. Crystallized ability at wave one showed a weak positive association 
with income in sample 1 (r = .14). Males tended to earn more than females in both samples 
(weighted mean r = .28). Among all intercepts and slopes, the slope of emotional stability 
(weighted mean r = .29) showed the strongest positive association with income. This indicates 
that participants who earned more money in young adulthood tended to become more 
emotionally stable over the study. The extraversion intercept (weighted mean r = .19), 
conscientiousness intercept (weighted mean r = .16), and extraversion slope (weighted mean r = 
.15) were also positively associated with income. Among vocational interests, the enterprising 
intercept (weighted mean r = .16) was positively associated with income, whereas the artistic 
intercept (weighted mean r = -.14) and social slope (weighted mean r = -.15) were negatively 
associated with earnings.  
Career satisfaction. Table 17 displays associations between career satisfaction and 
personality, matching vocational interests, and crystallized ability. Among personality traits, the 
intercepts and slopes of emotional stability (weighted mean r = .19 for intercept; weighted mean 
r = .34 for slope), extraversion (weighted mean r = .19 for intercept; weighted mean r = .32 for 
slope), and conscientiousness (weighted mean r = .18 for intercept; weighted mean r = .24 for 
slope) were all positively associated with career satisfaction. Interestingly, the slopes of these 
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three traits showed stronger associations with career satisfaction than did the intercepts. This 
indicates that growth in emotional stability, extraversion, and conscientiousness was a stronger 
predictor of career satisfaction than adolescent levels of these traits. Matching vocational 
interests (weighted mean r = .04 for intercept; weighted mean r = .06 for slope) and crystallized 
ability at wave one (sample 1: r = .05) were not associated with career satisfaction.    
Job satisfaction. Table 18 displays associations between job satisfaction and personality, 
matching interests, and crystallized ability. Among the personality traits, the emotional stability 
intercept (weighted mean r = .19), extraversion intercept (weighted mean r = .16), and 
extraversion slope (weighted mean r = .14) showed the strongest positive associations with job 
satisfaction. The intercept of matching interests was also positively associated with job 
satisfaction (weighted mean r = .14). The matching interest slope was not associated with job 
satisfaction (weighted mean r = -.02). 
Supplemental models controlling for crystallized ability. Tables 33-37 in Appendix B 
display associations between interest/personality growth and the five career outcomes variables 
while controlling for cognitive ability in sample 1. Controlling for cognitive ability had a 
minimal influence on the results for all outcome variables except degree attainment. In the 
degree attainment models for sample 1 (Table 33, c.f., Table 14), there were several notable 
differences in parameter estimates with and without cognitive ability as a control variable. After 
controlling for cognitive ability, correlations decreased in magnitude between degree attainment 
and the intercepts of emotional stability (r = .01 with cognitive ability; r = .19 without cognitive 
ability), realistic (r = .00 with cognitive ability; r = -.15 without cognitive ability), and 
investigative interests (r = .09 with cognitive ability; r = .29 without cognitive ability). In 
addition, the correlation between degree attainment and the openness intercept became negative 
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after controlling for cognitive ability (r = -.14 with cognitive ability; r = .03 without cognitive 
ability). Associations between degree attainment and the interest/personality slopes did not 
change substantially with or without cognitive ability in the models. Overall, these results 
suggest that associations between degree attainment and interest/personality intercepts are partly 
due to cognitive ability, which was by far the strongest predictor of degree attainment in sample 
1. Because a measure of cognitive ability was not available in sample 2, the results for degree 
attainment should be interpreted with this in mind.   
Study 2 Discussion 
 Study two of this dissertation jointly examined the development and predictive validity of 
vocational interests and personality traits from late adolescence to young adulthood. We 
examined rank-order stability, mean-level change, and correlations between career outcomes and 
the intercepts and slopes of personality/interests. Consistent with the cumulative continuity 
principle (Roberts & Caspi, 2003), both personality traits and vocational interests became 
increasingly stable with age. The average rank-order stabilities of vocational interests were 
slightly greater than those of personality traits, yet the differences were small in magnitude and 
only occurred across adjacent waves in young adulthood. There were essentially no differences 
in stability across the full 11- and 12-year intervals. Overall, these results suggest that vocational 
interests and personality traits are similarly stable across the full transition from adolescence to 
young adulthood, but that interests stabilize more quickly than personality traits. 
 Next, we examined mean-level changes in personality and interests while considering 
potential gender differences. Consistent with the maturity principle (Roberts & Mroczek, 2008), 
results revealed mean-level increases in agreeableness, conscientiousness, and openness in both 
samples. The increases in agreeableness were particularly notable because of their magnitude (d 
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= .67 in sample 1; d = .73 in sample 2). Emotional stability levels increased slightly in sample 2, 
while extraversion levels decreased in both samples. Comparatively, mean-level changes in 
vocational interests were smaller in magnitude and less consistent in direction. The largest mean-
level changes were decreases in artistic, social, and enterprising interests in sample 2 (d’s ranged 
from -.26 to -.34). Gender differences were found in the slopes of certain personality traits and 
interests. In both samples, females increased more than males in emotional stability, while males 
increased more than females in social and artistic interests. Because males started higher in 
emotional stability and lower in social and artistic, these results indicate that the size of gender 
differences tended to decrease with age.  
 After examining rank-order stability and mean-level change, we tested for associations 
between five career outcomes and the intercepts and slopes of personality traits and interests. 
The overall goal of these analyses was to assess whether changes in personality and interests 
predicted career success over and above adolescent levels. Results varied across the five career 
outcomes. For degree attainment and occupational prestige, intercepts were much stronger 
predictors than slopes. The intercepts of all Big Five traits, investigative, and enterprising 
interests were positively associated with degree attainment, while realistic interests were 
negatively associated. The pattern of relations was similar for occupational prestige. The 
intercepts of all Big Five traits were positively associated with prestige, with the exception of 
agreeableness. Investigative, enterprising, and matching interest intercepts were also positively 
associated with occupational prestige. Overall, these results indicate that degree attainment and 
occupational prestige are better predicted by adolescent levels of interests and personality than 
changes during young adulthood. 
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 In contrast, income, career satisfaction, and job satisfaction were predicted by both 
intercepts and slopes. The slopes of emotional stability, extraversion, and conscientiousness were 
particularly strong predictors of income and career satisfaction. This indicates that participants 
who increased more than average in emotional stability, conscientiousness, and extraversion 
were more satisfied with their careers and earned more money as young adults. Certain intercepts 
also predicted income and career satisfaction. Income was positively associated with adolescent 
levels of enterprising interests, extraversion, and conscientiousness, and negatively associated 
with adolescent levels of artistic interests. Career satisfaction was positively associated with the 
intercepts of emotional stability, extraversion, and conscientiousness. The fifth career outcome 
variable—job satisfaction—was positively associated with intercept variance in matching 
vocational interests, emotional stability, extraversion, and conscientiousness. Slope variance in 
extraversion was also positively correlated with job satisfaction, but the relation was weaker than 
those between personality slopes and career satisfaction.  
Understanding the Links Between Interests, Personality, and Career Success 
One of the primary conclusions from study two is that adolescent levels of personality 
traits and vocational interests predict future career attainment during young adulthood. 
Associations between personality intercepts and career success variables were generally positive, 
indicating that adolescents who scored higher on the Big Five traits tended to be successful in 
their careers over a decade later. Among the personality intercepts, conscientiousness, emotional 
stability, and extraversion were the strongest predictors of future career success. The only 
personality intercept that negatively correlated with an indicator of career success was 
agreeableness, which showed a weak negative association with income (c.f., Judge, Livingston, 
& Hurst, 2011). 
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Vocational interest intercepts also predicted certain aspects of career success. 
Associations between interests and career success can be explained through two mechanisms. 
First, certain associations between interest scores and extrinsic career success likely occurred 
because occupations vary in terms of their educational requirements, pay, and status/prestige 
(Huang & Pearce, 2013; Stoll et al., 2017; Su, 2019). For example, many enterprising 
occupations require college or graduate degrees, have high income, and involve management and 
leadership roles. This helps explain why adolescent levels of enterprising interests were 
positively associated with degree attainment, income, and occupational prestige. The second 
mechanism linking vocational interests to career success is person-environment fit. Participants 
with higher scores from wave one in the RIASEC category that matched their future job (i.e., 
matching interests) tended to achieve greater occupational prestige and were more satisfied with 
their job in young adulthood.  
Another major conclusion is that personality changes from adolescence to young 
adulthood are meaningfully associated with certain aspects of career success. In particular, 
income and career satisfaction were positively associated with the slopes of conscientiousness, 
extraversion, and emotional stability. The causal mechanisms explaining these relations may be 
bidirectional. For example, the strong positive correlation between income and the slope of 
emotional stability may have occurred because young adults who earned more income had fewer 
financial concerns, which led to increases in emotionally stability. At the same time, becoming 
more emotional stable may also lead to greater income because emotional stability is a valued 
skill in many occupations. 
It is important to consider the mean-level trajectories of change when interpreting 
associations between personality slopes and career outcomes. Whereas the mean-level trends in 
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agreeableness, conscientiousness, and openness were positive, mean-level changes in 
extraversion were negative. Thus, if a participant’s personality did not change at all, they would 
actually have become less conscientious and more extraverted compared to the rest of the 
sample. Both conscientiousness and extraversion slopes were generally positively associated 
with career success. This means that after controlling for adolescent differences in personality 
levels, not changing in extraversion was positively associated with career success, while not 
changing in conscientiousness was negatively associated with career success. Interpretations 
concerning changes in emotional stability are more straightforward because mean-level changes 
in emotional stability were generally flat.  
Limitations and Future Directions 
 Study two has a unique focus on integrating personality and interest development with 
the prediction of career success. There are several limitations to note. First, although we were 
able to obtain educational attainment data and standardized test scores (i.e., crystallized ability) 
from Iceland’s National Registry, all other variables were self-reported. Because of study 
attrition, we were only able to obtain complete career outcomes data for about half of the original 
participants. Another limitation is that vocational interest fit was only examined through 
matching interest scale scores. Other methods of examining interest fit (e.g., polynomial 
regression) may reveal more nuanced information about the longitudinal relations between 
interest fit and career outcomes. In addition, there were large gender differences in certain career 
outcomes, most notably degree attainment and income. Further research is needed to examine the 






The current dissertation aimed to integrate two areas of research with different traditions. 
Integration has become an increasingly important issue in personality psychology and in the 
broader study of individual differences (e.g., Baumert et al., 2017; Denissen, Van Aken, Penke, 
& Wood, 2013; Wrzus & Roberts, 2016). Prior research has established that vocational interests 
and personality traits are powerful predictors of career and life outcomes (Nye, Su, Rounds, & 
Drasgow, 2012; 2017; Ozer & Benet-Martínez, 2006; Roberts, Kuncel, Shiner, Caspi, & 
Goldberg, 2007; Stoll et al., 2017; Su, 2012). Yet longitudinal studies are rare that measure both 
vocational interests and personality traits over more than a decade. Through two studies, this 
dissertation examined longitudinal associations between vocational interests, personality traits, 
and career outcomes from late adolescence to young adulthood.  
Study one revealed how interests and personality traits are related across different types 
of continuity and change. While there was little correspondence between group-level changes, 
substantial correlated change occurred at the individual-level. This means that when a person’s 
personality changes, their interests tend to change in predictable ways (and vice versa). In 
particular, five pairings of Big Five traits and RIASEC interests showed strong correlated change 
(extraversion-enterprising, extraversion-conventional, openness-artistic, and conscientiousness-
enterprising, and conscientiousness-conventional). These interests and personality traits in each 
of these pairing share some degree of situational content, which helps explain why they changed 
together (Wzrus & Roberts, 2016). In contrast, two hypothesized pairings (extraversion-social 
and openness-investigative) were not strongly related in terms of changes, but their levels were 
strongly related. This suggests that the developmental mechanisms that cause positive relations 
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between social-extraversion and openness-investigative likely occur prior to age 16 (i.e., wave 
one). More generally, patterns of correlated change between interests and personality likely vary 
at distinct periods of the lifespan (e.g., Kandler, Kornadt, Hagemeyer, & Neyer, 2015; Wrzus, 
Wagner, & Riediger, 2016). 
Study two extended the rank-order stability and mean-level change analyses from study 
one to additional waves of longitudinal data, including a second sample. In both samples, 
personality traits and vocational interests became increasingly stable with age, consistent with 
the cumulative continuity principle (Roberts & Caspi, 2003). On average, vocational interests 
were slightly more stable than personality traits across adjacent waves of measurement. 
However, personality traits and vocational interests were equally stable across the full study. 
These results suggest that interests stabilize more quickly than personality traits during young 
adulthood (Low et al., 2005), but that interests and personality traits are similarly stable across 
the study’s 12-year interval from adolescence to adulthood.  
Mean-level change analyses from study two revealed that personality traits show larger 
changes than vocational interests. In both samples, moderate-to-large mean-level increases were 
found in agreeableness, conscientiousness, and openness. In general, these patterns of change are 
consistent with the maturity principle that describes normative personality development during 
young adulthood (Roberts & Mroczek, 2008). Comparatively, only a few interest categories 
showed notable mean-level changes. In sample two only, moderate mean-level decreases were 
found in artistic, social, and enterprising interests. Gender analyses revealed that mean-level 
gender differences in interests and personality tended to decrease with age. Overall, these results 
highlight the importance of assessing development in multiple ways. 
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Study two also revealed associations between five career outcome variables and levels 
and changes of personality and interests. Intercept variance in several personality traits and 
interest categories was associated with future career attainment. This means that individual 
differences in adolescent levels of personality and interests have long-term consequences for 
career outcomes. Slope variance in personality traits was also associated with certain aspects of 
career success (i.e., income, career satisfaction, and job satisfaction). However, this finding 
generally did not apply to vocational interests. Slope variance in interest levels across the full 
study was generally uncorrelated with career outcomes.  
One possible explanation for this finding is that vocational interest levels stabilize more 
quickly than personality traits, and therefore interest changes are less impactful than personality 
changes during young adulthood. The results from the rank-order stability and mean-level 
change analyses partially support this interpretation. Prior meta-analyses have also shown that 
vocational interests are more stable than personality traits and display smaller mean-level 
changes during young adulthood (Hoff et al., 2018; Low et al., 2005; Roberts & DelVecchio, 
2000; Roberts et al., 2006). Another possibility is that within-person changes in vocational 
interests are more impactful across specific transitions. For example, changes in interest levels 
after starting a new job may be more impactful than changes in interest levels across 12 years 
from adolescence to young adulthood. Examining change more precisely across work and 
educational transitions may reveal further insights about the consequences of changing interest 
levels for career outcomes.  
Future research is needed that replicates our results in different countries, contexts, and 
age periods. The Icelandic samples used in this dissertation are unique in that there has yet to be 
a long-term longitudinal study on personality or interests with an Icelandic population. However, 
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the magnitude of associations between interests, personality traits, and career success should be 
viewed in context, given that they emerged from two Icelandic samples. We also did not find 
scalar measurement invariance for all personality and interest scales. Deviations from scalar 
invariance were minor and tended to concentrate at the youngest wave. This raises the possibility 
that age-related response sets might play an outsized role at the initial time point. 
It is also important for future studies to examine shared variance with other individual 
difference variables, such as cognitive ability. Studying correlated change with abilities can help 
test some of the causal mechanisms proposed by developmental theories that integrate 
personality, interests, and abilities (e.g., Ackerman, 1996; Gottfredson, 1981, 2005; Roberts & 
Wood, 2006; Schmidt, 2014; Wrzus & Roberts, 2016). Changes in career outcomes are also 
important to consider. The career outcome measures from the current study (i.e., job and career 
satisfaction) were only available at a single time point, yet prior research suggests that changes in 
job attitudes may play a role in personality maturation (Hudson et al., 2012; Wille et al., 2014). 
More broadly, future studies can benefit by viewing interests and personality as interrelated 
individual differences that develop through shared and separate pathways during adolescence 










Brief description (example occupations) Big Five cross-sectional 
correlate ( r ) 
Shared situational content and 
activities/characteristics  
Realistic Working with hands, tools, and materials (farmworker, 
civil engineer, carpenter) 
-- -- 
Investigative Scientific and research pursuits (biologist, veterinarian, 
chemist) 
Openness (.25) Appreciation for science, 
intellectual curiosity 
Artistic Self-expression and creativity typically associated with 
the performing, written, & visual arts (actor, writer) 
Openness (.41) Appreciation for arts, openness to 
new ideas and lifestyles 
Social Helping, nurturing, and mentoring (counselor, teacher, 
child and family social worker) 
Extraversion (.29) Helping others in socially-oriented 
environments  
Enterprising Selling, managing, and social influence typically in a 
business context (managers, salespersons) 
Extraversion (.40) Influencing or leading others in 
socially-oriented environments 
Conventional Ordered and systematic manipulation of data with clear 
standards (accountant, bank teller, inspectors) 
Conscientiousness (.19) Organized and structured tasks, 
goals, and environments 
Note. Interest categories are based on Holland’s (1959, 1997) RIASEC Model. Cross-sectional correlations are based on meta-analytic estimates 





Table 2. Means, Standard Deviations, and Internal Consistency of Personality Traits and Interests at Each Time Point in Study 1 
 
 Time 1 (age 16) Time 2 (age 18) Time 3 (age 22) Time 4 (age 24) 
 M SD a ω M SD a ω M SD a ω M SD a ω 
Personality traits                 
    Emotional Stability 27.55 8.41 .73 .87 27.23 9.18 .88 .90 28.00 8.79 .87 .89 27.53 8.46 .85 .88 
    Extraversion 43.75 6.09 .74 .81 44.43 5.67 .75 .81 42.97 6.18 .79 .85 42.14 6.16 .80 .85 
    Openness 37.13 6.09 .65 .70 37.02 6.52 .71 .76 38.64 6.92 .76 .80 38.89 6.75 .76 .79 
    Agreeableness 41.34 5.81 .68 .75 42.45 5.92 .74 .79 43.13 6.24 .78 .82 44.13 5.48 .72 .79 










    Realistic 39.12 13.55 .93 .95 39.37 14.08 .94 .95 38.17 15.18 .95 .96 38.60 14.02 .94 .96 
    Investigative 50.54 15.31 .91 .93 50.67 15.21 .90 .93 52.05 15.17 .91 .93 52.80 14.83 .91 .93 
    Artistic 66.26 17.04 .92 .93 69.77 16.06 .91 .93 66.04 17.94 .93 .94 64.65 18.51 .94 .95 
    Social 53.08 14.36 .92 .94 55.42 14.19 .92 .94 55.43 14.87 .93 .94 53.61 15.20 .93 .94 
    Enterprising 47.25 13.55 .92 .94 48.42 13.71 .90 .93 46.82 14.30 .93 .94 48.55 13.53 .92 .94 
    Conventional 51.38 14.52 .92 .94 52.37 15.48 .91 .94 50.40 15.50 .92 .94 52.36 14.71 .91 .94 
Note. There were 12 items for each Big Five scale. The number of items per RIASEC scale ranged from 17 to 22 (17 items for Realistic, 19 for 






Table 3. Rank-order Stabilities of Personality Traits and Vocational Interests in Study 1 
  
Age 16-18 (T1-T2) Age 18-22 (T2-T3) Age 22-24 (T3-T4) Age 16-24 (T1-T4)  
r 95% CI r 95% CI r 95% CI r 95% CI 
Personality Traits         
    Emotional Stability .53 [.44, .62] .70 [.62, .78] .71 [.64, .78] .45 [.35, .54] 
    Extraversion .34 [.22, .45] .54 [.41, .67] .67 [.59, .75] .29 [.18, .41] 
    Openness .53 [.44, .62] .79 [.73, .85] .81 [.75, .86] .57 [.48, .65] 
    Agreeableness .48 [.38, .58] .55 [.44, .66] .64 [.55, .72] .36 [.25, .47] 
    Conscientiousness .57 [.48, .66] .55 [.45, .66] .74 [.67, .81] .38 [.28, .48] 









       
    Realistic .57 [.49, .66] .78 [.71, .84] .78 [.72, .84] .39 [.29, .50] 
    Investigative .50 [.40, .60] .67 [.58, .75] .75 [.69, .81] .44 [.34, .54] 
    Artistic .44 [.33, .54] .73 [.65, .80] .72 [.64, .79] .45 [.35, .55] 
    Social .53 [.43, .63] .58 [.47, .69] .77 [.71, .83] .41 [.31, .52] 
    Enterprising .49 [.39, .59] .64 [.56, .73] .73 [.66, .80] .31 [.19, .43] 
    Conventional .41 [.30, .51] .59 [.49, .69] .67 [.59, .76] .26 [.14, .38] 
    RIASEC Average .49  .66  .74  .38  
Note. r = rank-order stability (correlation coefficient); 95% CI = 95% confidence interval. Big Five Average and RIASEC Average represent the 
mean stability coefficient for all personality and interest categories, respectively, across each measurement wave. Gender and home location were 







Table 4. Mean-Level Changes in Personality Traits and Vocational Interests in Study 1 
  
Age 16-18 (T1-T2) Age 18-22 (T2-T3) Age 22-24 (T3-T4) Age 16-24 (T1-T4)  
d 95% CI   d 95% CI d 95% CI d 95% CI 
Personality Traits         
    Emotional Stability -.04 [-.21, .13] .09 [-.11, .28] -.05 [-.24, .13] .00 [-.16, .16] 
    Extraversion .11 [-.05, .28] -.24 [-.44, -.05] -.13 [-.32, .05] -.26 [-.43, -.10] 
    Openness -.02 [-.19, .15] .24 [.05, .43] .04 [-.15, .22] .28 [.12, .44] 
    Agreeableness .19 [.02, .36] .11 [-.08, .30] .17 [-.02, .35] .49 [.32, .65] 
    Conscientiousness .01 [-.16, .18] .10 [-.09, .29] .07 [-.11, .26] .20 [.03, .36] 
Vocational Interests 
      
  
    Realistic .02 [-.15, .19] -.08 [-.27, .11] .03 [-.16, .22] -.04 [-.20, .12] 
    Investigative .01 [-.16, .18] .09 [-.10, .28] .05 [-.14, .24] .15 [-.01, .31] 
    Artistic .21 [.04, .38] -.22 [-.41, -.02] -.08 [-.26, .11] -.09 [-.25, .07] 
    Social .16 [-.01, .33] .00 [-.19, .19] -.12 [-.26, .07] .04 [-.13, .20] 
    Enterprising .09 [-.08, .25] -.11 [-.31, .08] .12 [-.06, .31] .10 [-.07, .26] 
    Conventional .07 [-.10, .24] -.13 [-.32, .07] .13 [-.06, .32] .07 [-.09, .23] 
Note. d = standardized mean difference, negative values indicate decreases over time; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval. Gender and home 






Table 5. Latent Growth Curve Results Modeling Levels and Changes of Personality Traits and Vocational Interests in Study 1 
 
 Intercepts             Slopes  Fit Indices  
Mean SE (M) !" SE(!") Mean SE (M) !" SE(!") RMSEA #" CFI TLI SRMR 
Personality Traits              
    Emotional Stability 27.63 0.38 40.89 5.48 -0.03 0.13 1.66 0.57 0.07 16.33 0.97 0.96 0.05 
    Extraversion 44.11 0.26 12.32 2.79 -0.43 0.10 0.87 0.35 0.07 16.98 0.94 0.92 0.05 
    Openness 37.00 0.27 18.22 2.67 0.52 0.09 0.67 0.28 0.08 20.70 0.96 0.96 0.05 
    Agreeableness 41.49 0.26 16.21 2.59 0.68 0.09 0.95 0.28 0.05 10.47 0.98 0.97 0.04 
    Conscientiousness 41.61 0.34 33.18 4.58 0.27 0.12 2.45 0.50 0.00 2.55 1.00 1.01 0.03 
Vocational Interests              
    Realistic 39.03 0.60 100.51 13.17 -0.17 0.21 6.79 1.60 0.10 30.25 0.93 0.91 0.07 
    Investigative 50.57 0.66 105.81 17.35 0.56 0.23 5.26 1.78 0.03 7.01 0.99 0.99 0.03 
    Artistic 67.40 0.74 108.37 20.44 -0.62 0.27 3.99 2.44 0.08 21.78 0.94 0.93 0.05 
    Social 53.65 0.63 106.13 16.68 0.28 0.25 9.72 1.96 0.08 19.49 0.94 0.93 0.04 
    Enterprising 47.29 0.59 93.55 14.72 0.17 0.23 9.09 1.80 0.09 23.32 0.92 0.90 0.04 
    Conventional 51.36 0.64 98.14 17.34 0.09 0.26 9.61 2.25 0.05 10.21 0.97 0.96 0.03 
Note. Bolded values indicate statistically significant variance (p < .05). df  = 5 for all models presented in the table. Gender and home location were 





Table 6. Gender Differences in Levels and Changes of Personality Traits and Vocational Interests in Study 1 
 
 Intercepts Slopes Fit Indices 
b 95% CI b 95% CI RMSEA #" CFI TLI SRMR 
Personality Traits          
    Emotional Stability 0.78 [.56, 1.00] -0.67 [-1.10, -.24] .06 18.55 0.97 0.96 .09 
    Extraversion -0.54 [-.83, -.25] 0.21 [-.22, .63] .05 16.94 0.95 0.93 .06 
    Openness -0.01 [-.25, .24] 0.41 [-.02, .83] .07 21.31 0.97 0.95 .13 
    Agreeableness -0.56 [-.80, -.33] 0.08 [-.27, .43] .04 11.08 0.98 0.98 .07 
    Conscientiousness -0.16 [-.39, .07] -0.36 [-.67, -.05] .00 6.87 1.00 1.00 .06 
Vocational Interests          
    Realistic 1.10 [.90, 1.29] -0.11 [-.43, .20] .09 35.93 0.93 0.91 .08 
    Investigative 0.48 [.24, .73] -0.05 [-.44, .33] .01 7.48 1.00 1.00 .04 
    Artistic -0.52 [-.79, -.25] 0.72 [.08, 1.36] .07 25.04 0.94 0.92 .04 
    Social -1.32 [-1.55, -1.09] 0.28 [-.04, .59] .08 26.35 0.95 0.93 .05 
    Enterprising 0.15 [-.09, .39] -0.07 [-.37, .24] .07 24.52 0.92 0.88 .07 
    Conventional 0.65 [.40, .89] -0.20 [-.52, .13] .04 11.48 0.98 0.97 .05 
Note. b illustrates the magnitude and direction of gender differences in the intercepts and slopes of each trait category, standardized with respect to 
the interest or personality scale; positive b coefficients indicate higher intercepts or more positive slopes among men compared to women (and 





Table 7. Correlations among Levels and Changes in Personality Traits and Vocational Interests in Study 1 
 
Parameter estimates and SEs from full level and change correlation matrix  
 Emotional Stab. Extraversion Openness Agreeableness Conscientiousness General P. Factor 
Level-Level       
   Realistic .18 (.09) -.20 (.12) -.04 (.10) -.18 (.10) .01 (.09) -.02 (.09) 
   Investigative .25 (.10) -.05 (.14) .44 (.09) .07 (.11) .29 (.10) .32 (.10) 
   Artistic .03 (.11) -.03 (.15) .82 (.08) .05 (.12) -.04 (.11) -.06 (.15) 
   Social -.24 (.10) .47 (.12) .19 (.10) .08 (.11) .10 (.10) .16 (.11) 
   Enterprising .29 (.10) .51 (.12) -.10 (.11) -.22 (.11) .42 (.09) .52 (.09) 
   Conventional .33 (.11) .28 (.13) -.18 (.12) -.18 (.12) .33 (.10) .39 (.10) 
   General I. Factor .25 (.07) .38 (.10) .17 (.09) -.12 (.08) .37 (.07) .38 (.06) 
 ∆ Emotional Stab. ∆ Extraversion ∆ Openness ∆ Agreeableness ∆ Conscientiousness  ∆ General P. Factor  
Change-Change        
  ∆ Realistic  .01 (.20) .28 (.20) -.37 (.24) -.22 (.18) .17 (.15) .11 (.12) 
  ∆ Investigative -.16 (.25) -.02 (.27) .09 (.25) -.16 (.22) .01 (.18) -.02 (.15) 
  ∆ Artistic -.04 (.31) -.12 (.35) .88 (.24) .26 (.29) -.10 (.24) -.33 (.38) 
  ∆ Social -.03 (.19) .19 (.19) .09 (.21) .10 (.18) -.03 (.15) .02 (.12) 
  ∆ Enterprising .27 (.18) .60 (.18) -.06 (.20) -.15 (.17) .53 (.12) .48 (.12) 
  ∆ Conventional .16 (.20) .63 (.20) -.31 (.22) -.23 (.19) .35 (.14) .37 (.12) 
  ∆ General I. Factor .09 (.12) .50 (.13) .24 (.17) -.10 (.12) .36 (.10) .32 (.09) 
 Emotional Stab. Extraversion Openness Agreeableness Conscientiousness General P. Factor 
Level-Change        
  ∆ Realistic .03 (.12) -.16 (.16) .33 (.13) .02 (.13) -.16 (.12) -.09 (.11) 
  ∆ Investigative  .04 (.15) -.29 (.19) .07 (.16) -.12 (.17) -.22 (.14) -.25 (.14) 
  ∆ Artistic -.21 (.20) .06 (.27) .12 (.21) -.10 (.20) -.07 (.19) .08 (.29) 
  ∆ Social -.03 (.11) -.23 (.15) -.04 (.12) .09 (.12) -.07 (.12) -.07 (.11) 
  ∆ Enterprising  -.19 (.11) -.23 (.14) .04 (.12) -.03 (.12) -.28 (.11) -.30 (.11) 
  ∆ Conventional  -.15 (.12) -.36 (.15) .13 (.13) -.10 (.14) -.21 (.12) -.31 (.12) 
  ∆ General I. Factor -.13 (.08) -.36 (.11) -.08 (.10) -.05 (.09) -.25 (.08) -.30 (.08) 
 ∆ Emotional Stab. ∆ Extraversion  ∆ Openness  ∆ Agreeableness ∆ Conscientiousness  ∆ General P. Factor  
Level-Change       
   Realistic -.28 (.15) -.18 (.16) .12 (.17) -.09 (.14) -.26 (.12) -.25 (.10) 
   Investigative -.10 (.17) .05 (.19) .12 (.19) -.08 (.15) -.29 (.12) -.23 (.11) 
   Artistic -.05 (.18) -.12 (.19) .08 (.21) -.14 (.16) -.23 (.13) -.16 (.15) 
   Social .30 (.17) -.15 (.18) -.01 (.19) .10 (.16) .05 (.14) .04 (.13) 
   Enterprising -.16 (.17) -.26 (.17) .05 (.19) .15 (.16) -.29 (.12) -.26 (.12) 
   Conventional -.26 (.17) -.29 (.17) .21 (.19) .17 (.16) -.29 (.12) -.32 (.11) 
   General I. Factor -.17 (.11) -.29 (.11) -.18 (.15) .05 (.11) -.33 (.09) -.29 (.08) 
Note. Standard errors are shown in parentheses. Bolded coefficients have confidence intervals that do not include zero. General P. Factor = 






Table 8. Sample Descriptions for Longitudinal Datasets in Study 2  
Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 Wave 4 Wave 5 
Sample 1      
   Sample size 485 188 237 211 207 
   Response rate -- 39% 49% 44% 43% 
   Retest interval (yrs) -- 2 6 8 11 
   Mean age (yrs) 15 18a 22 24 27 
   Female 47% 56% 54% 56% 53% 
Sample 2      
   Sample size 1,290 637 578   
   Response rate -- 49% 45%   
   Retest interval (yrs) -- 6 12   
   Mean age (yrs) 17 23 29   
   Female 51% 58% 58%   
Note. Participants completed a vocational interest and personality assessment at each wave. Measures of career success were collected at the most 
recent wave in each sample. aIn sample 1, the 3-year mean age difference between wave 1 and 2 is due to rounding (there was a 2.4 year gap 





Table 9. Means, Standard Deviations, and Internal Consistencies of Personality Traits and Vocational Interests in Study 2 
 
 Wave 1  Wave 2 Wave 3  Wave 4  Wave 5 
 M SD a M SD a M SD a M SD a M SD a  
Sample 1 Personality                 
    Emotional Stab. 27.57 8.41 .73 27.34 9.19 .88 28.16 8.74 .87 27.34 8.38 .85 27.67 9.58 .90  
    Extraversion 43.77 6.05 .74 44.51 5.74 .75 43.16 6.13 .79 42.15 6.20 .80 41.62 6.71 .82  
    Openness 37.10 6.08 .65 37.04 6.48 .71 38.64 6.87 .76 39.03 6.75 .76 40.11 6.90 .75  
    Agreeableness 41.36 5.78 .68 42.68 5.92 .74 43.49 6.18 .78 44.53 5.58 .72 45.22 5.77 .76  
    Conscientiousness 41.62 7.51 .85 41.68 7.94 .88 42.73 7.88 .88 42.85 7.56 .86 43.90 7.46 .87  
Sample 2 Personality                 
    Emotional Stab. 26.89 8.45 .85 28.42 8.41 .86 28.29 9.04 .87        
    Extraversion 43.01 6.14 .76 43.23 6.38 .82 41.80 6.94 .84        
    Openness 38.70 6.42 .67 39.31 6.78 .72 39.74 6.89 .74        
    Agreeableness 42.28 5.65 .68 44.98 5.75 .75 46.50 5.91 .77        
    Conscientiousness 41.29 7.60 .85 44.30 7.52 .88 45.13 7.23 .87        
Sample 1 Interests                 
    Realistic 39.12 13.55 .93 38.72 14.09 .94 38.29 15.05 .95 38.45 14.10 .94 38.77 14.85 .94  
    Investigative 50.54 15.31 .91 50.77 14.83 .90 51.95 14.95 .91 52.68 14.76 .91 53.26 14.84 .91  
    Artistic 66.26 17.04 .92 69.33 16.26 .91 65.89 17.83 .93 64.32 18.63 .94 64.57 19.58 .94  
    Social 53.08 14.36 .92 55.81 13.78 .92 55.66 14.97 .93 54.49 14.92 .93 52.82 15.60 .92  
    Enterprising 47.25 13.55 .92 48.24 13.30 .90 46.86 14.49 .93 48.43 13.62 .92 47.53 14.06 .91  
    Conventional 51.38 14.52 .92 51.74 15.05 .91 49.94 15.71 .92 52.29 14.96 .91 50.13 14.71 .91  
Sample 2 Interests                 
    Realistic 47.95 17.82 .95 49.07 19.15 .96 47.79 19.44 .95        
    Investigative 46.69 15.55 .92 48.23 16.06 .92 47.30 16.66 .93        
    Artistic 54.69 15.76 .92 51.99 17.05 .94 49.09 17.69 .94        
    Social 53.34 15.97 .91 52.69 15.44 .90 49.13 16.01 .91        
    Enterprising 40.03 12.49 .91 38.34 12.62 .91 36.75 12.78 .91        
    Conventional 40.20 12.72 .91 39.58 13.08 .91 39.30 13.31 .90        
Note. There were 12 items for each Big Five scale in both samples. In sample 1, there were 17 items for Realistic, 19 for Investigative, 22 for 
Artistic, 18 for Social, 17 for Enterprising, and 21 for Conventional. In sample 2, there were 23 items for Realistic, 19 for Investigative, 18 for 




Table 10. Rank-order Stabilities of Personality Traits and Vocational Interests in Study 2 
  
Wave 1 to 2 Wave 2 to 3 Wave 3 to 4 Wave 4 to 5 Full Study   
r 95% CI r 95% CI r 95% CI r 95% CI r 95% CI 
Sample 1 Personality            
    Emotional Stability .53 [.40, .65] .67 [.54, .81] .67 [.55, .79] .75 [.64, .86] .54 [.42, .65] 
    Extraversion .38 [.24, .51] .61 [.46, .76] .63 [.50, .76] .74 [.63, .85] .28 [.15, .42] 
    Openness .51 [.39, .64] .77 [.65, .89] .79 [.69, .89] .84 [.74, .93] .48 [.36, .60] 
    Agreeableness .50 [.37, .64] .59 [.44, .74] .67 [.55, .79] .71 [.59, .83] .32 [.18, .45] 
    Conscientiousness .57 [.44, .69] .54 [.39, .70] .74 [.63, .85] .67 [.55, .79] .26 [.13, .40] 
    Big Five Average .50  .64  .70  .74  .38  
Sample 2 Personality  
 
         
    Emotional Stability .49 [.42, .56] .65 [.57, .72]     .44 [.36, .52] 
    Extraversion .52 [.45, .58] .67 [.60, .74]     .50 [.43, .58] 
    Openness .67 [.62, .73] .78 [.72, .84]     .60 [.53, .67] 
    Agreeableness .56 [.49, .62] .64 [.57, .72]     .47 [.39, .54] 
    Conscientiousness .57 [.51, .64] .68 [.60, .75]     .49 [.41, .56] 
    Big Five Average .56  .68      .50  
Sample 1 Interests           
    Realistic .59 [.52, .66] .83 [.78, .88] .82 [.77, .87] .82 [.73, .92] .43 [.31, .55] 
    Investigative .48 [.35, .61] .63 [.49, .78] .76 [.65, .86] .77 [.66, .87] .43 [.30, .55] 
    Artistic .45 [.32, .58] .74 [.61, .86] .77 [.67, .88] .80 [.70, .90] .38 [.25, .51] 
    Social .50 [.38, .63] .60 [.45, .75] .80 [.70, .90] .82 [.72, .91] .29 [.16, .42] 
    Enterprising .52 [.39, .64] .67 [.52, .81] .76 [.65, .87] .72 [.60, .83] .38 [.25, .51] 
    Conventional .44 [.31, .57] .60 [.45, .75] .71 [.60, .83] .73 [.61, .84] .31 [.18, .44] 
    RIASEC Average .50  .68  .77  .78  .37  
Sample 2 Interests            
    Realistic .64 [.58, .70] .81 [.75, .87]     .62 [.56, .69] 
    Investigative .58 [.52, .64] .75 [.68, .81]     .52 [.46, .59] 
    Artistic .65 [.59, .71] .74 [.68, .81]     .57 [.51, .64] 
    Social .58 [.52, .64] .71 [.64, .78]     .49 [.42, .56] 
    Enterprising .57 [.51, .63] .68 [.61, .75]     .49 [.42, .56] 
    Conventional .50 [.44, .57] .62 [.54, .69]     .41 [.34, .49] 
    RIASEC Average .59  .72      .52  
Note. r = rank-order stability (correlation coefficient); 95% CI = 95% confidence interval. Big Five Average and RIASEC Average represent the 
mean stability coefficient for all personality and interest categories, respectively, across each measurement wave.   
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Table 11. Mean-Level Changes in Personality Traits and Vocational Interests in Study 2 
  
Wave 1 to 2 Wave 2 to 3 Wave 3 to 4 Wave 4 to 5 Full Study  
d 95% CI d 95% CI d 95% CI d 95% CI d 95% CI 
Sample 1 Personality            
    Emotional Stability -.03 [-.20, .14] .09 [-.10, .28] -.10 [-.28, .09] .04 [-.16, .23] .01 [-.15, .17] 
    Extraversion .12 [-.04, .29] -.23 [-.42, -.03] -.16 [-.35, .02] -.08 [-.27, .11] -.34 [-.51, -.18] 
    Openness -.01 [-.18, .16] .24 [.05, .43] .06 [-.13, .24] .16 [-.04, .35] .47 [.31, .64] 
    Agreeableness .23 [.06, .40] .13 [-.06, .33] .17 [-.01, .36] .12 [-.07, .31] .67 [.50, .83] 
    Conscientiousness .01 [-.16, .18] .13 [-.06, .33] .02 [-.17, .20] .14 [-.05, .33] .30 [.14, .47] 
Sample 2 Personality  
 
         
    Emotional Stability .18 [.09, .28] -.01 [-.13, .10]     .16 [.06, .26] 
    Extraversion .04 [-.06, .13] -.21 [-.33, -.10]     -.19 [-.29, -.09] 
    Openness .09 [.00, .19] .06 [-.05, .18]     .16 [.06, .26] 
    Agreeableness .47 [.38, .57] .26 [.15, .37]     .73 [.63, .84] 
    Conscientiousness .40 [.30, .49] .11 [.00, .23]     .51 [.41, .61] 
Sample 1 Interests           
    Realistic -.03 [-.20, .14] -.03 [-.22, .16] .01 [-.17, .20] .02 [-.17, .21] -.03 [-.19, .14] 
    Investigative .02 [-.15, .18] .08 [-.11, .27] .05 [-.14, .23] .04 [-.15, .23] .18 [.02, .34] 
    Artistic .18 [.01, .35] -.20 [-.39, -.01] -.09 [-.27, .10] .01 [-.18, .21] -.09 [-.26, .07] 
    Social .19 [.02, .36] -.01 [-.20, .18] -.08 [-.26, .11] -.11 [-.30, .08] -.02 [-.18, .15] 
    Enterprising .07 [-.10, .24] -.10 [-.29, .09] .11 [-.08, .30] -.07 [-.26, .13] .02 [-.14, .18] 
    Conventional .02 [-.14, .19] -.12 [-.31, .08] .15 [-.03, .34] -.14 [-.34, .05] -.09 [-.25, .08] 
Sample 2 Interests            
    Realistic .06 [-.03, .16] -.07 [-.18, .05]     -.01 [-.11, .09] 
    Investigative .10 [.00, .19] -.06 [-.17, .06]     .04 [-.06, .14] 
    Artistic -.17 [-.26, -.07] -.17 [-.28, -.05]     -.34 [-.44, -.24] 
    Social -.04 [-.14, .05] -.23 [-.34, -.11]     -.26 [-.36, -.16] 
    Enterprising -.13 [-.23, -.04] -.13 [-.24, -.01]     -.26 [-.36, -.16] 
    Conventional -.05 [-.14, .05] -.02 [-.13, .09]     -.07 [-.17, .03] 
Note. d = Cohen’s d-value (standardized difference score); 95% CI = 95% confidence interval. Bolded values indicate d-values with confidence 










Fit Indices  
Mean SE(M) !" SE(!") 
 
Mean SE(M) !" SE(!") 
 
RMSEA #" CFI TLI SRMR 
Sample 1 Personality 
               
    Emotional Stab. 27.59 .37 37.95 4.86 
 
0.00 .09 0.84 0.30 
 
.06 24.90 0.97 0.97 .09 
    Extraversion 44.18 .26 13.81 2.38 
 
-0.46 .08 0.83 0.19 
 
.05 20.66 0.97 0.97 .06 
    Openness 36.99 .27 20.02 2.44 
 
0.53 .07 0.48 0.14 
 
.07 32.79 0.96 0.96 .18 
    Agreeableness 41.57 .25 16.01 2.26 
 
0.69 .07 0.56 0.14 
 
.05 23.78 0.96 0.96 .15 
   Conscientiousness 41.53 .34 34.28 4.34 
 
0.41 .10 1.78 0.34 
 
.07 32.41 0.94 0.94 .18 
Sample 2 Personality 
               
    Emotional Stab. 27.08 .24 36.05 4.60 
 
0.24 .06 0.91 0.28 
 
.09 10.22 0.98 0.94 .03 
    Extraversion 43.19 .17 19.26 2.53 
 
-0.20 .04 0.40 0.16 
 
.12 19.28 0.97 0.90 .05 
    Openness 38.71 .18 31.92 2.55 
 
0.17 .04 0.70 0.13 
 
.00 0.19 1.00 1.00 .00 
    Agreeableness 42.37 .16 20.51 2.29 
 
0.73 .04 0.47 0.13 
 
.09 10.76 0.98 0.94 .05 
    Conscientiousness 41.48 .22 39.17 3.62 
 
0.65 .05 0.93 0.20 
 
.14 26.24 0.96 0.87 .07 
Sample 1 Interests 
               
    Realistic 38.80 .59 95.76 11.93 
 
-0.07 .15 2.68 0.74 
 
.08 41.56 0.94 0.94 .12 
    Investigative 50.66 .65 101.00 14.97 
 
0.45 .16 2.51 0.91 
 
.03 14.94 0.99 0.99 .06 
    Artistic 67.51 .73 119.58 17.92 
 
-0.64 .20 4.12 1.29 
 
.06 29.85 0.96 0.96 .07 
    Social 54.32 .64 96.06 14.99 
 
0.00 .18 4.29 1.05 
 
.10 59.31 0.89 0.89 .07 
    Enterprising 47.51 .58 77.21 12.37 
 
0.03 .16 3.63 0.86 
 
.08 44.26 0.91 0.91 .10 
    Conventional 51.51 .62 90.07 14.32 
 
-0.20 .18 4.46 1.04 
 
.05 23.54 0.96 0.96 .08 
    Matching Interestb 2.92 .05 .38 .05  0.03 .01 .01 .00  .11 43.82 .94 .94 .10 
Sample 2 Interests 
               
    Realistic 48.13 .49 222.24 20.05 
 
-0.04 .10 4.69 1.10 
 
.06 5.63 0.99 0.98 .02 
    Investigative 46.88 .43 150.13 15.84 
 
0.09 .10 3.69 0.92 
 
.06 6.13 0.99 0.97 .02 
    Artistic 54.69 .44 182.93 16.29 
 
-0.95 .10 4.07 0.89 
 
.00 0.01 1.00 1.00 .00 
    Social 53.62 .44 155.77 15.83 
 
-0.71 .10 3.42 0.90 
 
.09 11.06 0.98 0.95 .03 
    Enterprising 40.04 .34 103.12 10.23 
 
-0.56 .08 2.39 0.57 
 
.00 0.00 1.00 1.01 .00 
    Conventional 40.17 .35 96.57 11.48 
 
-0.20 .09 2.75 0.66 
 
.00 0.23 1.00 1.01 .00 
    Matching Interestb 2.87 .03 .56 .05  -0.01 .01 0.01 0.00  .03 1.59 1.00 1.00 .00 
Note. Bolded values indicate statistically significant slopes. bMatching vocational interests for each participant were standardized prior to aggregation, so 
the scale ranged from 1-5. df  = 10 for all models in sample 1; df  = 8 for all models in sample 2. 
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Fit Indices  
b 95% CI 
 
b 95% CI 
 
RMSEA #" CFI TLI SRMR 
Sample 1 Personality 
           
    Emotional Stability .39 [-.50, -.28] 
 
-.38 [-.60, -.17] 
 
.05 27.13 0.97 0.97 .08 
    Extraversion -.23 [-.36, -.10] 
 
.00 [-.17, .16] 
 
.04 24.40 0.97 0.96 .06 
    Openness .01 [-.11, .13] 
 
.17 [-.03, .36] 
 
.06 33.65 0.97 0.96 .16 
    Agreeableness -.28 [-.40, -.16] 
 
.02 [-.15, .19] 
 
.04 24.65 0.97 0.97 .13 
    Conscientiousness -.08 [-.19, .03] 
 
-.20 [-.35, -.05] 
 
.06 36.71 0.94 0.93 .16 
Sample 2 Personality 
           
    Emotional Stability .40 [.32, .48] 
 
-.14 [-.26, -.01] 
 
.07 13.35 0.98 0.94 .02 
    Extraversion -.29 [-.37, -.21] 
 
.07 [-.06, .20] 
 
.08 18.56 0.97 0.91 .05 
    Openness -.18 [-.24, -.11] 
 
.23 [.14, .32] 
 
.05 7.17 0.99 0.98 .02 
    Agreeableness -.27 [-.34, -.21] 
 
-.14 [-.24, -.03] 
 
.06 10.57 0.99 0.96 .05 
    Conscientiousness -.18 [-.25, -.12] 
 
-.08 [-.18, .01] 
 
.10 26.23 0.96 0.88 .05 
Sample 1 Interests 
           
    Realistic .56 [.47, .66] 
 
-.03 [-.21, .15] 
 
.08 49.39 0.94 0.93 .10 
    Investigative .23 [.11, .35] 
 
.04 [-.16, .24] 
 
.03 17.22 0.99 0.99 .05 
    Artistic -.23 [-.35, -.10] 
 
.32 [.13, .51] 
 
.05 31.07 0.96 0.96 .06 
    Social -.66 [-.77, -.56] 
 
.20 [.04, .36] 
 
.09 59.47 0.92 0.90 .06 
    Enterprising .08 [-.05, .20] 
 
-.07 [-.24, .10] 
 
.07 44.93 0.92 0.90 .09 
    Conventional .33 [.20, .45] 
 
-.13 [-.30, .03] 
 
.04 25.18 0.97 0.96 .07 
    Matching Interest .06 [-.08, .20]  .06 [-.16, .26]  .09 45.59 0.94 0.93 .08 
Sample 2 Interests 
           
    Realistic .49 [.42, .55] 
 
.10 [-.01, .21] 
 
.07 14.15 0.99 0.97 .02 
    Investigative .09 [.02, .16] 
 
.13 [.02, .24] 
 
.07 15.65 0.98 0.93 .03 
    Artistic -.20 [-.26, -.13] 
 
.26 [.16, .36] 
 
.05 7.26 0.99 0.98 .02 
    Social -.53 [-.59, -.47] 
 
.27 [.17, .37] 
 
.07 13.82 0.99 0.96 .05 
    Enterprising .05 [-.02, .11] 
 
.10 [.00, .21] 
 
.03 4.50 1.00 0.99 .02 
    Conventional .14 [.07, .21] 
 
.06 [-.05, .17] 
 
.04 6.97 0.99 0.96 .02 
    Matching Interest -.10 [-.18, -.02]  .13 [.03, .23]   .03 3.05 1.00 0.99 .01 
Note. b illustrates the magnitude and direction of gender differences in the intercepts and slopes, standardized with respect to the interest or personality 
scale. Negative b coefficients indicate higher intercepts or more positive slopes among women compared to men (and vice versa for positive b 
coefficients). Bolded coefficients indicate intercepts or slopes with statistically significant gender differences. df  = 12 for all models in sample 1; df  = 10 




Table 14. Associations Between Degree Attainment and the Intercepts and Slopes of Personality Traits and Interests in Study 2  
Sample 1 (N = 485) 
 
Sample 2 (N = 1,290) Weighted mean (N = 1,775)  
r (i) SE r (s) SE r (i) SE r (s) SE r (i)  r (s)  
Gender (control) -.24 .04   -.19 .03   -.20    
             
Personality Traits 
        
    
   Emotional Stability .19 .06 .35 .12 .15 .04 .06 .07 .16  .14  
   Extraversion .07 .07 .34 .09 .16 .04 -.09 .07 .14  .02  
   Openness .03 .06 .11 .11 .20 .03 .06 .05 .16  .07  
   Agreeableness .16 .06 .13 .10 .16 .04 .08 .06 .16  .10  
   Conscientiousness .26 .06 -.01 .08 .20 .04 -.10 .05 .21  -.07  
Vocational Interests 
        
    
   Realistic -.15 .07 -.17 .10 -.19 .04 -.10 .06 -.18  -.12  
   Investigative .29 .06 -.33 .11 .18 .04 -.09 .06 .21  -.15  
   Artistic .02 .07 -.13 .11 .06 .03 -.07 .05 .05  -.09  
   Social .12 .08 -.17 .09 .06 .04 -.06 .06 .07  -.09  
   Enterprising .18 .07 -.06 .09 .11 .03 -.04 .06 .13  -.05  
   Conventional .17 .07 -.15 .09 -.02 .04 -.07 .06 .03  -.09           
    
Crystallized ability .46 .04 
      
    
Note. r (i) indicates correlations between degree attainment and the intercept of each growth model; r (s) indicates correlations between degree 
attainment and the slope of each growth model. Bolded values indicate correlations with confidence intervals that do not include zero. All models 




Table 15. Associations Between Occupational Prestige and the Intercepts and Slopes of Personality Traits and Interests in Study 2  
Sample 1 (N = 277) 
 
Sample 2 (N = 681) Weighted mean (N = 958)  
r (i) SE r (s) SE r (i) SE r (s) SE r (i)  r (s)  
Gender (control) .08 .06   .03 .04   .04    
Personality Traits 
        
    
   Emotional Stability .32 .08 -.05 .12 .17 .06 .12 .07 .21  .07  
   Extraversion .03 .09 .08 .10 .19 .05 .04 .07 .14  .05  
   Openness .03 .08 .10 .11 .22 .04 -.03 .05 .17  .01  
   Agreeableness .14 .08 -.21 .10 -.02 .05 .03 .06 .03  -.04  
   Conscientiousness .27 .08 -.09 .09 .17 .05 .00 .06 .20  -.02  
Vocational Interests 
        
    
   Matching Interest .29 .07 -.02 .11 .15 .04 -.02 .05 .19  -.02  
   Realistic .00 .09 -.09 .10 -.10 .05 .00 .06 -.07  -.03  
   Investigative .15 .09 -.22 .11 .18 .05 -.13 .06 .17  -.16  
   Artistic -.17 .08 -.04 .11 .06 .04 .03 .06 -.01  .01  
   Social -.05 .10 -.10 .10 .05 .05 -.09 .06 .02  -.10  
   Enterprising .26 .08 -.17 .10 .10 .05 -.03 .06 .15  -.07  
   Conventional .21 .09 -.18 .09 .01 .05 -.08 .07 .07  -.11           
    
Crystallized ability .22 .06 
      
    
Note. r (i) indicates correlations between occupational prestige and the intercept of each growth model; r (s) indicates correlations between 
occupational prestige and the slope of each growth model. Bolded values indicate correlations with confidence intervals that do not include zero. 




Table 16. Associations Between Income and the Intercepts and Slopes of Personality Traits and Interests in Study 2  
Sample 1 (N = 204) 
 
Sample 2 (N = 568) Weighted mean (N = 772)  
r (i) SE r (s) SE r (i) SE r (s) SE r (i)  r (s)  
Gender (control) .32 .07   .27 .04   .28    
Personality Traits 
        
    
   Emotional Stability .18 .09 .39 .14 .07 .06 .26 .07 .10  .29  
   Extraversion .07 .10 .29 .10 .24 .06 .10 .07 .19  .15  
   Openness .02 .09 -.17 .11 -.03 .05 -.10 .05 -.02  -.11  
   Agreeableness -.13 .09 -.02 .11 -.09 .06 .07 .06 -.10  .05  
   Conscientiousness .11 .09 .11 .10 .18 .05 .11 .05 .16  .11  
Vocational Interests 
        
    
   Matching Interest .11 .09 .05 .12 .05 .05 -.01 .05 .07  .01  
   Realistic .02 .10 .03 .11 -.01 .05 .01 .06 .00  .02  
   Investigative .02 .10 -.13 .12 .08 .06 -.09 .06 .06  -.10  
   Artistic -.13 .09 -.14 .12 -.14 .05 .05 .05 -.14  .00  
   Social .03 .11 -.25 .10 .04 .06 -.11 .06 .04  -.15  
   Enterprising .14 .10 .16 .11 .18 .05 -.02 .06 .17  .03  
   Conventional .13 .10 .04 .11 .10 .05 -.07 .06 .11  -.04           
    
Crystallized ability .14 .08 
      
    
Note. r (i) indicates correlations between income and the intercept of each growth model; r (s) indicates correlations between income and the slope 
of each growth model. Bolded values indicate correlations with confidence intervals that do not include zero. All models control for the effects of 






Table 17. Associations Between Career Satisfaction and the Intercepts and Slopes of Personality Traits and Interests in Study 2  
Sample 1 (N = 205) 
 
Sample 2 (N = 577) Weighted mean (N = 782)  
r (i) SE r (s) SE r (i) SE r (s) SE r (i)  r (s)  
Gender (control) .06 .07   .11 .04   .10    
Personality Traits 
        
    
   Emotional Stability .38 .09 .20 .13 .12 .06 .39 .08 .19  .34  
   Extraversion .08 .10 .34 .09 .23 .06 .32 .09 .19  .32  
   Openness -.16 .09 .08 .11 -.03 .05 .09 .05 -.06  .08  
   Agreeableness .15 .09 .06 .11 .01 .06 .15 .06 .05  .12  
   Conscientiousness .10 .09 .21 .09 .21 .05 .25 .06 .18  .24  
Vocational Interests 
        
    
   Matching Interest .10 .04 .00 .01 .02 .05 .09 .05 .04  .06           
    
Crystallized ability .05 .08 
      
    
Note. r (i) indicates correlations between career satisfaction and the intercept of each growth model; r (s) indicates correlations between career 
satisfaction and the slope of each growth model. Bolded values indicate correlations with confidence intervals that do not include zero. All models 






Table 18. Associations Between Job Satisfaction and the Intercepts and Slopes of Personality Traits and Interests in Study 2  
Sample 1 (N = 205) 
 
Sample 2 (N = 577) Weighted mean (N = 782)  
r (i) SE r (s) SE r (i) SE r (s) SE r (i)  r (s)  
Gender (control) .15 .07   .01 .04   .05    
Personality Traits 
        
    
   Emotional Stability .32 .09 -.05 .13 .14 .06 .05 .07 .19  .02  
   Extraversion .09 .10 .27 .09 .19 .06 .10 .07 .16  .14  
   Openness -.05 .09 -.03 .11 .06 .05 .00 .05 .03  -.01  
   Agreeableness .16 .09 .23 .10 .04 .06 .08 .06 .07  .12  
   Conscientiousness .20 .09 .10 .09 .08 .05 .03 .06 .11  .05  
Vocational Interests 
        
    
   Matching Interest .30 .08 -.03 .11 .08 .05 -.02 .05 .14  -.02           
    
Crystallized ability .10 .08 
      
    
Note. r (i) indicates correlations between job satisfaction and the intercept of each growth model; r (s) indicates correlations between job 
satisfaction and the slope of each growth model. Bolded values indicate correlations with confidence intervals that do not include zero. All models 








Figure 1. Path diagram of growth curve model examining intercorrelations among levels and 
changes of personality and interests in Study 1. The model illustrated in the figure was estimated 
in 30 separate models for all pairings of Big Five traits and RIASEC interests, and corresponds 





Figure 2. Path diagram of growth curve model for general factor of personality used in Study 1. 




Figure 3. Rank-order stabilities of personality and interests in Study 1. Dotted lines represent the 
average stability coefficients for Big Five traits and RIASEC interests, respectively. Error bars 
denote 95% confidence intervals. For Big Five Personality Traits (top), E.S. = Emotional 
Stability; E = Extraversion; O = Openness to Experience; A = Agreeableness; C = 
Conscientiousness. For RIASEC Vocational Interests (bottom), R = Realistic; I = Investigative; 




Figure 4. Mean-level changes in personality and interests in Study 1. Cumulative d-values 






Figure 5. Correlations among intercepts (top) and slopes (bottom) in personality and vocational 
interests in Study 1. Horizontal dotted lines indicate correlations among general factors, which 
were used as a comparison point for the specific pairings. Gradient fill indicates negative 
correlation. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals. R = Realistic; I = Investigative; A = 





Figure 6. Path model for estimating associations between personality/interests and career 
outcomes in Study 2. This basic model structure was estimated for separately for each 
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APPENDIX A: STUDY 1 SUPPLEMENTAL TABLES 
 
Table 19. Model Fit Comparisons for Tests of Measurement Invariance Across Time for Vocational Interests 
Interest Model Comparison df c2 RMSEA ΔRMSEA CFI ΔCFI 
Realistic 1. Configural  60 48.82 .036  .995  
 2. Metric 2 vs. 1 54 52.20 .030 -.006 .996 .001 
 3. Scalar 3 vs. 2 48 77.61 .042 .012 .991 -.005 
         
Investigative 1. Configural  60 38.09 .024  .997  
 2. Metric 2 vs. 1 54 46.33 .024 .000 .997 .000 
 3. Scalar 3 vs. 2 48 85.15 .046 .022 .979 -.018 
 3a. Partial Scalar
a 
3a vs. 2 49 65.22 .035 .011 .992 -.005 
         
Artistic 1. Configural  60 43.45 .030  .996  
 2. Metric 2 vs. 1 54 50.22 .029 -.001 .996 .000 
 3. Scalar 3 vs. 2 48 75.79 .041 .012 .990 -.006 
         
Social 1. Configural  60 37.93 .023  .997  
 2. Metric 2 vs. 1 54 46.37 .024 .001 .996 -.001 
 3. Scalar 3 vs. 2 48 82.90 .045 .021 .985 -.011 
 3a. Partial Scalar
b 
3a vs. 2 49 52.82 .024 .000 .996 .000 
         
Enterprising 1. Configural  60 52.05 .039  .992  
 2. Metric 2 vs. 1 54 54.97 .033 -.006 .993 .001 
 3. Scalar 3 vs. 2 48 71.27 .038 .005 .990 -.003 
         
Conventional 1. Configural  60 49.53 .037  .993  
 2. Metric 2 vs. 1 54 62.40 .039 .002 .990 -.003 
 3. Scalar 3 vs. 2 48 92.09 .050 .011 .982 -.008 
Note. For partial scalar invariance models, the intercept equality constraint was freed for the following parcels: ap1_t1, bp3_t1. 
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Table 20. Model Fit Comparisons for Tests of Measurement Invariance Across Time for Personality Traits 
Trait Model Comparison df c2 RMSEA ΔRMSEA CFI ΔCFI 
Emotional  1. Configural  60 22.98 .000  1.000  
Stability 2. Metric 2 vs. 1 54 29.05 .000 .000 1.000 .000 
 3. Scalar 3 vs. 2 48 56.49 .027 .027 .993 -.007 
 3a. Partial Scalar
a
 3a vs. 2 49 37.31 .000 .000 1.000 .000 
         
Extraversion 1. Configural  60 40.87 .027  .991  
 2. Metric 2 vs. 1 54 62.29 .039 .012 .978 -.013 
 3. Scalar 3 vs. 2 48 141.82 .070 .031 .916 -.062 
 3a. Partial Scalar
b
 3a vs. 2 49 88.75 .049 .010 .960 -.018 
         
Openness 1. Configural  60 35.73 .020  .996  
 2. Metric 2 vs. 1 54 56.66 .034 .014 .984 -.012 
 3. Scalar 3 vs. 2 48 157.73 .075 .041 .913 -.071 
 3a. Partial Scalar
c
 3a vs. 2 49 84.28 .047 .013 .967 -.017 
         
Agreeableness 1. Configural  60 32.64 .013  .998  
 2. Metric 2 vs. 1 54 48.67 .027 .014 .989 -.009 
 3. Scalar 3 vs. 2 48 65.69 .034 .007 .980 -.009 
         
Conscientiousness 1. Configural  60 38.80 .025  .996  
 2. Metric 2 vs. 1 54 49.12 .027 .002 .994 -.002 
 3. Scalar 3 vs. 2 48 145.30 .071 .044 .954 -.040 
 3a. Partial Scalar
d
 3a vs. 2 49 64.76 .035 .008 .989 -.005 





Table 21. Model Fit Comparisons for Tests of Longitudinal Measurement Invariance Across Gender for Vocational Interests 
Interest Model Comparison df c2 RMSEA ΔRMSEA CFI ΔCFI 
Realistic 1. Configural  84 139.63 .052  .984  
 2. Metric 2 vs. 1 87 152.12 .056 .004 .982 -.002 
 3. Scalar 3 vs. 2 88 171.65 .063 .007 .976 -.006 
         
Investigative 1. Configural  82 119.91 .044  .988  
 2. Metric 2 vs. 1 85 121.47 .042 -.002 .988 .000 
 3. Scalar 3 vs. 2 86 122.06 .042 .000 .989 .001 
         
Artistic 1. Configural  84 131.43 .048  .987  
 2. Metric 2 vs. 1 87 137.35 .049 .001 .986 -.001 
 3. Scalar 3 vs. 2 88 210.11 .076 .027 .966 -.020 
 3a. Partial Scalar
a
 3a vs. 2 86 183.12 .068 .019 .973 -.013 
         
Social 1. Configural  82 124.43 .046  .982  
 2. Metric 2 vs. 1 85 133.37 .048 .002 .979 -.003 
 3. Scalar 3 vs. 2 86 168.24 .063 .015 .964 -.015 
         
Enterprising 1. Configural  84 103.07 .031  .993  
 2. Metric 2 vs. 1 87 105.13 .029 -.002 .994 .001 
 3. Scalar 3 vs. 2 88 136.02 .047 .018 .983 -.011 
         
Conventional 1. Configural  84 123.31 .044  .986  
 2. Metric 2 vs. 1 87 125.33 .043 -.001 .986 .000 
 3. Scalar 3 vs. 2 88 179.35 .065 .022 .967 -.019 
 3a. Partial Scalar
b
 3a vs. 2 87 147.56 .054 .011 .978 -.008 





Table 22. Model Fit Comparisons for Tests of Longitudinal Measurement Invariance Across Gender for Personality Traits 
Trait Model Comparison df c2 RMSEA ΔRMSEA CFI ΔCFI 
Emotional  1. Configural  82 84.91 .012  .998  
Stability 2. Metric 2 vs. 1 85 90.22 .016 .004 .997 -.001 
 3. Scalar 3 vs. 2 86 87.49 .008 -.008 .999 .002 
         
Extraversion 1. Configural  82 144.80 .056  .948  
 2. Metric 2 vs. 1 85 149.86 .056 .000 .946 -.002 
 3. Scalar 3 vs. 2 86 151.11 .056 .000 .946 .000 
         
Openness 1. Configural  82 132.55 .050  .963  
 2. Metric 2 vs. 1 85 141.17 .052 .002 .958 -.005 
 3. Scalar 3 vs. 2 86 142.14 .052 .000 .959 .001 
         
Agreeableness 1. Configural  84 120.13 .042  .969  
 2. Metric 2 vs. 1 87 123.00 .041 -.001 .969 .000 
 3. Scalar 3 vs. 2 88 125.27 .042 .001 .968 -.001 
         
Conscientiousness 1. Configural  82 115.03 .041  .985  
 2. Metric 2 vs. 1 85 117.19 .040 -.001 .986 .001 








Table 23. Full Correlation Matrix among Personality Traits and Interests at all Time Points 
 
 Time 1 Time 2 Time 3 Time 4 
R I A S E C R I A S E C R I A S E C R I A S E C 
E.S. t1  .09 .13 -.11 -.18 .13 .16 .10 .15 -.07 -.16 .10 .14 .13 .16 .04 -.09 .07 .09 .10 .09 -.08 -.11 .06 .10 
Ext. t1 -.10 .04 .05 .25 .26 .10 -.06 .06 -.02 .22 .21 .13 -.13 -.09 .01 .15 .13 .01 -.15 -.12 -.02 .14 .03 -.12 
Op. t1 .10 .41 .51 .27 .10 .07 .02 .25 .38 .11 -.09 -.10 .04 .20 .33 .03 -.07 -.06 .17 .29 .32 .07 .00 .01 
Agr. t1 -.08 -.01 -.02 .03 -.08 -.06 -.06 .06 -.04 .10 -.09 -.07 -.06 .00 .04 .12 -.07 -.06 -.06 -.02 -.04 .07 -.11 -.11 
Co. t1 .07 .26 .10 .23 .31 .27 -.06 .19 -.08 .08 .19 .12 -.08 .00 -.06 -.01 .11 .08 -.05 .09 -.03 .07 .06 .01 
E.S. t2 .00 .14 .03 -.09 .10 .13 .01 .23 -.15 -.14 .10 .10 .18 .18 -.01 -.16 .09 .09 .10 .20 -.11 -.17 .02 .11 
Ext. t2 -.13 -.10 -.09 .07 .16 .06 -.08 .02 .01 .17 .25 .08 -.01 -.13 -.02 .01 .16 -.06 -.08 -.13 -.04 .02 .15 -.05 
Op.  t2 -.03 .21 .34 .08 .01 -.04 .07 .27 .56 .15 -.10 -.15 .08 .27 .47 .06 -.03 -.04 .13 .23 .51 .11 .01 -.04 
Agr. t2 -.22 -.03 -.03 -.05 -.20 -.15 -.21 -.04 .00 .08 -.22 -.26 -.23 -.10 .03 .03 -.25 -.28 -.18 -.06 .01 .05 -.22 -.25 
Co. t2 -.01 .12 -.02 .11 .12 .09 -.10 .21 -.13 .14 .26 .21 -.02 -.05 -.13 .00 .15 .09 -.12 -.04 -.15 -.06 .06 .07 
E.S. t3 .04 .12 .03 -.02 .14 .09 .01 .17 -.11 -.04 .09 .08 .10 .12 -.02 -.07 .12 .04 .04 .07 -.09 -.11 .08 .04 
Ext. t3 -.13 .02 -.02 .12 .11 .00 -.07 .15 .06 .30 .31 .22 -.03 -.02 .02 .18 .30 .09 -.04 -.07 .03 .15 .27 .15 
Op.  t3 .03 .18 .35 .05 -.05 -.05 .04 .17 .48 .05 -.14 -.18 .06 .31 .59 .10 .01 -.03 .06 .29 .58 .14 .03 .02 
Agr. t3 -.04 .08 .07 .15 -.08 -.06 -.07 .12 .04 .23 -.06 -.09 -.15 -.05 .03 .20 -.22 -.26 -.12 -.03 .06 .24 -.14 -.24 
Co. t3 -.09 -.01 -.08 .10 .13 .04 -.10 .10 -.16 .20 .23 .09 -.07 -.05 -.17 .05 .26 .09 -.11 -.12 -.16 .03 .23 .08 
E.S. t4 -.03 .04 -.02 -.09 .00 .02 -.06 .06 -.13 -.03 .06 .05 -.02 .01 -.09 .01 .08 .01 -.08 .02 -.17 -.14 .04 .02 
Ext. t4 -.21 -.08 -.13 .04 -.01 -.10 -.13 .04 -.08 .17 .23 .15 -.19 -.13 -.16 .07 .15 -.06 -.16 -.06 -.19 .03 .14 .00 
Op.  t4 .02 .26 .34 .15 .01 .02 -.06 .18 .38 -.01 -.16 -.17 .02 .27 .44 .04 -.06 -.06 .10 .32 .58 .14 .00 -.03 
Agr. t4 -.19 -.03 -.10 .05 -.11 -.06 -.19 .01 -.05 .20 -.03 -.02 -.27 -.12 -.02 .14 -.14 -.14 -.24 -.12 -.10 .13 -.11 -.10 
Co. t4 -.20 -.08 -.13 -.01 -.05 -.05 -.16 .02 -.24 .10 .14 .05 -.14 -.11 -.22 -.01 .21 .10 -.20 -.16 -.24 -.07 .16 .05 
Note.  For personality traits (displayed in rows), E.S. = Emotional Stability; Ext. = Extraversion; Op. = Openness to experience; Agr. = 
Agreeableness; Co. = Conscientiousness. For interest categories (displayed in columns), R = Realistic; I = Investigative; A = Artistic; S = Social; 
E = Enterprising; C = Conventional. 
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Table 24. Full Correlation Matrix among Personality Traits at all Time Points 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
1. E.S. t1 1.00                    
2. Ext. t1 .30 1.00                   
3. Op. t1 .05 .00 1.00                  
4. Agr. t1 .19 .17 .01 1.00                 
5. Con. t1 .34 .43 .12 .26 1.00                
6. E.S. t2 .53 .13 .16 .06 .18 1.00               
7. Ext. t2 .23 .34 -.03 .04 .13 .35 1.00              
8. Op.  t2 .12 .02 .53 -.03 .03 .09 .04 1.00             
9. Agr. t2 .08 .01 .01 .48 .01 .16 .13 .09 1.00            
10. Con. t2 .21 .22 .05 .18 .57 .30 .28 -.02 .06 1.00           
11. E.S. t3 .49 .13 .11 -.02 .15 .70 .45 .14 .11 .24 1.00          
12. Ext. t3 .10 .32 .02 .02 .18 .17 .54 .10 -.09 .26 .46 1.00         
13. Op.  t3 .08 .01 .49 -.04 .02 .04 -.02 .79 .01 -.16 .05 .04 1.00        
14. Agr. t3 .08 .05 .06 .31 .03 .06 -.01 .00 .55 -.13 .14 .10 -.05 1.00       
15. Con. t3 .10 .15 -.07 .03 .37 .12 .39 .01 .11 .55 .38 .43 -.13 .15 1.00      
16. E.S. t4 .45 .18 .08 .12 .18 .59 .37 .14 .24 .32 .71 .41 .15 .12 .27 1.00     
17. Ext. t4 .17 .29 -.02 .07 .15 .27 .43 .02 .03 .30 .33 .67 -.01 .06 .28 .51 1.00    
18. Op.  t4 .06 .03 .57 -.05 .07 .10 -.10 .72 -.02 -.11 .09 -.01 .81 -.02 -.16 .10 -.06 1.00   
19. Agr. t4 .13 .07 .02 .36 .07 .07 -.02 -.01 .55 .07 .13 .13 -.02 .64 .17 .25 .23 -.03 1.00  
20. Con. t4 .12 .19 -.05 .15 .38 .05 .34 -.07 .13 .60 .19 .29 -.07 .02 .74 .34 .35 -.08 .22 1.00 





Table 25. Full Correlation Matrix among Interest Categories at all Time Points 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 
1. R t1 1.00                        
2. I t1 .52 1.00                       
3. A t1 .29 .45 1.00                      
4. S t1 .15 .37 .56 1.00                     
5. E t1 .41 .49 .35 .43 1.00                    
6. C t1 .56 .58 .29 .30 .83 1.00                   
7. R t2 .57 .22 .04 -.11 .16 .21 1.00                  
8. I t2 .22 .50 .14 .05 .23 .24 .45 1.00                 
9. A t2 .02 .11 .44 .18 .04 -.04 .14 .27 1.00                
1. S t2 -.18 -.01 .13 .53 .05 -.12 -.07 .17 .38 1.00               
11. E t2 .13 .11 -.08 .11 .49 .34 .18 .34 .12 .33 1.00              
12. C t2 .18 .16 -.14 -.04 .43 .41 .39 .52 .06 .14 .79 1.00             
13. R t3 .40 .17 .03 -.18 .06 .17 .78 .41 .11 -.21 .12 .36 1.00            
14. I t3 .14 .36 .10 -.08 .03 .11 .42 .67 .19 -.04 .13 .31 .59 1.00           
15. A t3 .06 .17 .41 .08 -.03 .00 .20 .19 .73 .18 .01 -.01 .28 .37 1.00          
16. S t3 -.21 -.01 .07 .31 -.03 -.08 -.08 .01 .28 .58 .17 .11 -.01 .22 .33 1.00         
17. E t3 -.01 .02 -.04 .08 .29 .21 .17 .16 .04 .25 .64 .50 .28 .24 .19 .26 1.00        
18. C t3 .11 .10 -.06 -.06 .24 .29 .34 .31 -.03 .02 .50 .59 .54 .50 .11 .13 .77 1.00       
19. R t4 .39 .23 .08 -.11 .10 .16 .66 .31 .14 -.19 -.05 .17 .78 .46 .17 -.07 .05 .27 1.00      
20. I t4 .19 .44 .15 .01 .12 .16 .31 .57 .24 -.07 .10 .26 .43 .75 .31 .14 .05 .23 .58 1.00     
21. A t4 .08 .17 .45 .15 .06 .03 .04 .16 .65 .11 -.12 -.14 .21 .29 .72 .19 -.01 -.04 .32 .37 1.00    
22. S t4 -.17 .09 .21 .41 .04 -.03 -.14 .06 .36 .54 .07 -.01 -.07 .13 .32 .77 .06 -.06 .02 .26 .39 1.00   
23. E t4 .02 .05 .03 .08 .31 .19 .09 .09 .07 .14 .40 .31 .26 .16 .12 .22 .73 .58 .24 .15 .18 .19 1.00  
24. C t4 .13 .11 .02 -.04 .23 .26 .22 .22 .04 .05 .32 .42 .40 .32 .14 .07 .54 .67 .44 .34 .15 .07 .76 1.00 
Note. R = Realistic; I = Investigative; A = Artistic; S = Social; E = Enterprising; C = Conventional.  
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APPENDIX B: STUDY 2 SUPPLEMENTAL TABLES 
 








O*NET Job Title (Cont.) 
95 Pediatricians, General 58.5 Photonics Technicians 
95 Surgeons 58.5 Real Estate Brokers 
94.5 Chief Executives 58.5 Self-Enrichment Education Teachers 
89 Internists, General 58.5 Storage and Distribution Managers 
89 Sports Medicine Physicians 58.5 Surgical Assistants 
86 Hospitalists 56 Credit Analysts 
86 Lawyers 56 First-Line Supervisors of Office and Admin. Support Workers 
86 Physicists 56 Food Service Managers 
83 Producers 56 Pilots, Ship 
83 Program Directors 55.5 Environmental Science and Protection Technicians, Incl. Health 
80.5 Athletes and Sports Competitors 55.5 Librarians 
80.5 Commercial Pilots 55.5 Sales Representatives, Wholesale and Manufacturing, Technical 
and Scientific Products 
80.5 Dentists, General 53 Architectural Drafters 
80.5 Directors - Stage, Motion Pictures, Television, and Radio 53 Market Research Analysts and Marketing Specialists 
80.5 Investment Fund Managers 53 Mates- Ship, Boat, and Barge 
78 Agricultural Sciences Teachers, Postsecondary 53 Museum Technicians and Conservators 
78 Airline Pilots, Copilots, and Flight Engineers 53 Park Naturalists 
78 Architects, Except Landscape and Naval 53 Purchasing Managers 
78 Computer Systems Engineers/Architects 53 Sales Representatives, Wholesale and Manufacturing, Except… 
78 Education Administrators, Elem. and Secondary School 50.5 Medical and Clinical Laboratory Technologists 
78 Physical Therapists 50.5 Photographers 
77.5 Archeologists 50.5 Speech-Language Pathology Assistants 
77.5 Marketing Managers 50 Airfield Operations Specialists 
75 Art Directors 50 Audio-Visual and Multimedia Collections Specialists 
75 Clinical Psychologists 50 Bakers 
75 Computer and Information Research Scientists 50 Emergency Medical Technicians and Paramedics 
75 Electrical Engineers 47.5 Electricians 
75 English Language and Literature Teachers, Postsec. 47.5 Fitness Trainers and Aerobics Instructors 
75 Financial Analysts 47.5 Insurance Appraisers, Auto Damage 
75 Financial Managers, Branch or Department 47.5 Interpreters and Translators 
75 First-Line Supervisors of Retail Sales Workers 47.5 Makeup Artists, Theatrical and Performance 
75 General and Operations Managers 47.5 Manufacturing Production Technicians 
75 Human Resources Managers 47.5 Paralegals and Legal Assistants 
75 Information Technology Project Managers 47.5 Wholesale and Retail Buyers, Except Farm Products 
75 Mechanical Engineers 47 Preschool Teachers, Except Special Education 
75 Philosophy and Religion Teachers, Postsecondary 47 Recreation Workers 
75 Poets, Lyricists and Creative Writers 45 First-Line Supervisors of Food Preparation and Serving Workers 
75 Radiologists 44.5 Carpenters 
75 Reporters and Correspondents 44.5 Construction Carpenters 
75 Software Developers, Systems Software 42 Dental Laboratory Technicians 
72.5 Curators 42 Massage Therapists 
72.5 Education Teachers, Postsecondary 42 Travel Guides 
72.5 Police Patrol Officers 41.5 Animal Trainers 
72.5 Web Administrators 41.5 Correctional Officers and Jailers 
72 Business Continuity Planners  41.5 Production, Planning, and Expediting Clerks 
72 Civil Engineers 41.5 Social Science Research Assistants 
72 Industrial Ecologists 39 Automotive Master Mechanics 
69.5 Actors  39 Bookkeeping, Accounting, and Auditing Clerks 
69.5 Chefs and Head Cooks 39 Executive Secretaries and Executive Administrative Assistants 
69.5 Community Health Workers 39 Flight Attendants 
69.5 Computer Hardware Engineers 39 Hairdressers, Hairstylists, and Cosmetologists 
69.5 Education Administrators, Preschool and Childcare  39 Immigration and Customs Inspectors 
69.5 Fashion Designers 39 Motorboat Mechanics and Service Technicians 
69.5 Fine Artists, Including Painters, Sculptors, & Illustrators 39 Personal Care Aides 
69.5 Graphic Designers 39 Plumbers 
69.5 Instructional Coordinators 39 Travel Agents 
69.5 Legislators 36 Municipal Clerks 
69.5 Management Analysts 36 Printing Press Operators 
69.5 Mechanical Engineering Technologists 36 Security Guards 
69.5 Nanotechnology Engineering Technologists 36 Teacher Assistants 
69.5 Occupational Therapists 36 Transportation Vehicle, Equipment and Systems Inspectors 
69.5 Public Relations and Fundraising Managers 33.5 Animal Breeders 
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O*NET Job Title (Cont.) 
69.5 Public Relations Specialists 33.5 Childcare Workers 
69.5 Social and Community Service Managers 33.5 Cooks, Restaurant 
69.5 Software Developers, Applications 33.5 Maintenance and Repair Workers, General 
69.5 Substance Abuse and Behavioral Disorder Counselors 33.5 Outdoor Power Equipment and Other Small Engine Mechanics 
69.5 Training and Development Managers 33.5 Secretaries and Administrative Assistants, Except… 
69.5 Video Game Designers 33.5 Transportation Security Screeners 
67 Air Traffic Controllers 33 Ambulance Drivers and Attendants, Except... 
67 Aircraft Mechanics and Service Technicians 33 Cargo and Freight Agents 
67 Bioinformatics Scientists 33 Customer Service Representatives 
67 Computer Programmers 33 First-Line Supervisors of Non-Retail Sales Workers 
67 Computer Systems Analysts 33 Pharmacy Technicians 
67 Dietitians and Nutritionists 30.5 Bill and Account Collectors 
67 Elementary School Teachers, Except Special Education 30.5 Maintenance Workers, Machinery 
67 Emergency Management Directors 30.5 Pharmacy Aides 
67 Film and Video Editors 30.5 Retail Salespersons 
67 Industrial Production Managers 28 Machinists 
67 Interior Designers 27.5 Nursing Assistants 
67 Risk Management Specialists 27.5 Photographic Process Workers and Processing Machine Operators 
67 Sales Agents, Securities and Commodities 27.5 Receptionists and Information Clerks 
67 Special Education Teachers, Secondary School 27.5 Tellers 
66.5 Accountants 25 Bartenders 
66.5 Adapted Physical Education Specialists 25 Butchers and Meat Cutters 
66.5 Coaches and Scouts 25 Fishers and Related Fishing Workers 
66.5 Construction Managers 25 Meter Readers, Utilities 
66.5 Educational, Guidance, School, and Voc. Counselors 25 Postal Service Clerks 
66.5 Farm and Ranch Managers 25 Postal Service Mail Carriers 
66.5 Physician Assistants 25 Tank Car, Truck, and Ship Loaders 
66.5 Registered Nurses 22.5 Cashiers 
66.5 Sales Managers 22 Hotel, Motel, and Resort Desk Clerks 
66.5 Sound Engineering Technicians 22 Office Clerks, General 
64 Business Intelligence Analysts 19.5 Furniture Finishers 
64 Career/Technical Education Teachers, Middle School 19.5 Gas Compressor and Gas Pumping Station Operators 
64 Child, Family, and School Social Workers 19.5 Helpers—Electricians 
64 Commercial and Industrial Designer 19.5 Home Health Aides 
64 Equal Opportunity Representatives and Officers 19.5 Metal-Refining Furnace Operators and Tenders 
64 First-Line Supervisors of Production and Op. Workers 19.5 Tour Guides and Escorts 
64 Manufacturing Engineering Technologists 19.5 Waiters and Waitresses 
64 Municipal Firefighters 17 Amusement and Recreation Attendants 
64 Musicians, Instrumental 17 Baristas 
64 Personal Financial Advisors 17 Driver/Sales Workers 
64 Quality Control Systems Managers 17 Forging Machine Setters, Operators, and Tenders 
64 Real Estate Sales Agents 17 Laborers and Freight, Stock, and Material Movers, Hand 
64 Secondary School Teachers, Except…  17 Light Truck or Delivery Services Drivers 
64 Singers 17 Molding, Coremaking, and Casting Machine Setters, Operators, 
and Tenders, Metal and Plastic 
64 Software Quality Assurance Engineers and Testers 17 Painting, Coating, and Decorating Workers 
64 Special Education Teachers, Kindergarten and Elem.  16.5 Construction Laborers 
64 Technical Directors/Managers 14 Cooks, Fast Food 
64 Umpires, Referees, and Other Sports Officials 14 Data Entry Keyers 
64 Urban and Regional Planners 14 Meat, Poultry, and Fish Cutters and Trimmers 
61.5 First-Line Supervisors of Construction Trades and 
Extraction Workers 
14 Stock Clerks — Stockroom, Warehouse, or Storage Yard 
61.5 Lodging Managers 11 Food Servers, Nonrestaurant 
61.5 Multimedia Artists and Animators 11 Rock Splitters, Quarry 
61.5 Transportation Managers 8.5 Combined Food Preparation and Serving Workers, Fast Food 
61.5 Transportation Planners 8.5 Farmworkers and Laborers, Crop 
61 Ship Engineers 8.5 Janitors and Cleaners, Except Maids and Housekeeping Cleaners 
61 Survey Researchers 8.5 Ushers, Lobby Attendants, and Ticket Takers 
60.5 Graduate Teaching Assistants 6 Helpers—Production Workers 
58.5 Financial Examiners 6 Locker Room, Coatroom, and Dressing Room Attendants 
58.5 Information Security Analysts 3 Cleaners of Vehicles and Equipment 
58.5 Nursery and Greenhouse Managers   
Note. Prestige ratings for each occupation are based on the average rating (0-100) between the 
achievement and recognition value dimensions on the Occupational Information Network (O*NET). 
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Table 27. Sample 1 Correlation Matrix among Career Outcomes and Wave 1 Interests and Personality Traits  
Ability Loc. Gender R I A S E C Match Neu Ext Ope Agr Con Degree Prestige Income Job sat. 
Ability  
                  
Loc. .10                   
Gender -.02 .00 
                 
R -.17 -.13 .41 
                
I .27 -.01 .16 .52 
               
A .14 -.04 -.15 .29 .45 
              
S .03 -.05 -.41 .15 .37 .56 
             
E .11 -.04 .06 .41 .49 .35 .43 
            
C .12 -.02 .21 .56 .59 .29 .30 .83 
           
Match .06 -.10 .00 .41 .46 .33 .49 .54 .52 
          
Neu. -.22 -.01 -.28 -.09 -.12 .11 .19 -.12 -.15 -.10 
         
Ext. .10 -.02 -.17 -.10 .03 .04 .25 .26 .10 .17 -.30 
        
Ope. .27 -.01 -.01 .10 .40 .51 .27 .09 .06 .16 -.05 -.01 
       
Agr. .08 -.06 -.20 -.08 -.01 .02 .03 -.08 -.06 -.01 -.19 .16 .01 
      
Con. .15 -.07 -.06 .08 .26 .09 .23 .32 .28 .32 -.34 .42 .11 .25 
     
Degree .45 .05 -.24 -.18 .12 .04 .15 .09 .04 .12 -.03 .07 .04 .13 .20 
    
Prestige .22 .02 .05 .03 .11 .09 -.04 .13 .12 .19 -.25 .03 .05 .11 .26 .32 
   
Income .17 .11 .23 .12 .07 .07 -.11 .06 .08 .09 -.18 -.04 .01 -.06 .03 .18 .35 
  
Job sat. .12 .01 .14 .08 .07 .00 .00 .14 .19 .23 -.30 .10 -.03 .17 .22 .05 .30 .22 
 
Car. Sat. .09 -.07 .05 .00 -.05 .09 -.07 .06 .06 .15 -.34 .12 -.14 .21 .16 .10 .33 .37 .62 
Note. Bolded values are statistically significant at p < .05. Ability  = crystallized ability; Location = home location; R = Realistic; I = Investigative; 
A = Artistic; S = Social; E = Enterprising; C = Conventional; Match = matching interest category; Neu = Neuroticism; Ext. = Extraversion; Ope. = 
Openness to experience; Agr. = Agreeableness; Con. = Conscientiousness; Degree = degree attainment, Prestige = occupational prestige; Job sat. = 





Table 28. Sample 2 Correlation Matrix among Career Outcomes and Wave 1 Interests and Personality Traits  
Loc. Gender R I A S E C Match Neu Ext Ope Agr Con Degree Prestige Income Job sat. 
Loc. 
                  
Gender -.05 
                 
R .12 .38 
                
I .02 .06 .47 
               
A -.01 -.18 .19 .41 
              
S .06 -.44 .17 .44 .50 
             
E .02 .03 .42 .51 .41 .49 
            
C .06 .09 .59 .53 .26 .41 .78 
           
Match .01 -.12 .33 .45 .40 .54 .56 .49 
          
Neu. .04 -.29 -.08 -.09 .09 .16 -.05 -.01 -.03 
         
Ext. -.01 -.20 -.06 .12 .18 .27 .24 .06 .21 -.27 
        
Ope. -.06 -.17 -.10 .34 .49 .22 .11 -.05 .17 -.05 .17 
       
Agr. -.02 -.22 -.23 -.09 -.02 .09 -.14 -.13 -.01 -.20 .20 .05 
      
Con. -.04 -.14 -.04 .15 .00 .15 .17 .12 .21 -.29 .33 .07 .22 
     
Degree .05 -.18 -.20 .13 .08 .11 .09 -.03 .08 -.04 .16 .21 .16 .19 
    
Prestige -.02 .02 -.08 .12 .03 .02 .06 -.02 .11 -.10 .15 .20 .02 .13 .28 
   
Income -.08 .31 .13 .07 -.15 .12 .13 .10 .01 -.14 .10 -.06 -.12 .10 .16 .33 
  
Job sat. -.05 .00 .03 .04 .02 .02 .08 .02 .06 -.09 .13 .05 .02 .05 .07 .06 .05 
 
Car. Sat. -.06 .11 .03 -.06 -.10 .10 -.03 .00 .01 -.13 .11 -.04 -.01 .13 .06 .24 .40 .33 
Note. Bolded values are statistically significant at p < .05. Location = home location; R = Realistic; I = Investigative; A = Artistic; S = Social; E = 
Enterprising; C = Conventional; Match = matching interest category; Neu = Neuroticism; Ext. = Extraversion; Ope. = Openness to experience; 
Agr. = Agreeableness; Con. = Conscientiousness; Degree = degree attainment, Prestige = occupational prestige; Job sat. = job satisfaction, Car. 





Table 29. Sample 1 Model Fit Comparisons for Tests of Measurement Invariance Across Time for Vocational Interests 
Interest Model Comparison df c2 RMSEA ΔRMSEA CFI ΔCFI 
Realistic 1. Configural  85 73.20 .031  .995  
 2. Metric 2 vs. 1 77 84.42 .031 .000 .994 -.001 
 3. Scalar 3 vs. 2 69 132.19 .046 .015 .986 -.008 
         
Investigative 1. Configural  85 72.84 .031  .994  
 2. Metric 2 vs. 1 77 82.00 .029 -.002 .994 .000 
 3. Scalar 3 vs. 2 69 132.12 .045 .016 .983 -.011 
         
Artistic 1. Configural  85 76.12 .033  .994  
 2. Metric 2 vs. 1 77 84.68 .031 -.002 .994 .000 
 3. Scalar 3 vs. 2 69 113.98 .039 .008 .989 -.005 
         
Social 1. Configural  85 69.98 .029  .994  
 2. Metric 2 vs. 1 77 87.07 .032 .003 .991 -.003 
 3. Scalar 3 vs. 2 69 143.71 .049 .017 .977 -.014 
         
Enterprising 1. Configural  85 69.05 .028  .995  
 2. Metric 2 vs. 1 77 73.09 .023 -.005 .996 .001 
 3. Scalar 3 vs. 2 69 94.98 .030 .007 .992 -.004 
         
Conventional 1. Configural  85 75.87 .033  .992  
 2. Metric 2 vs. 1 77 90.88 .034 .001 .990 -.002 
 3. Scalar 3 vs. 2 69 125.90 .043 .009 .982 -.008 
Note. N = 485 at T1.   
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Table 30. Sample 1 Model Fit Comparisons for Tests of Measurement Invariance Across Time for Personality Traits 
Trait Model Comparison df c2 RMSEA ΔRMSEA CFI ΔCFI 
Emotional  1. Configural  85 38.56 .000  1.000  
Stability 2. Metric 2 vs. 1 77 44.55 .000 .000 1.000 .000 
 3. Scalar 3 vs. 2 69 97.61 .031 .031 .987 -.013 
 3a. Partial Scalara 3a vs. 2 70 65.23 .003 .003 1.000 .000 
         
Extraversion 1. Configural  85 67.22 .027  .989  
 2. Metric 2 vs. 1 77 86.93 .032 .005 .982 -.007 
 3. Scalar 3 vs. 2 69 207.83 .067 .035 .912 -.070 
 3a. Partial Scalarb 3a vs. 2 70 132.65 .046 .014 .958 -.024 
         
Openness 1. Configural  85 59.12 .019  .995  
 2. Metric 2 vs. 1 77 83.92 .030 .011 .986 -.009 
 3. Scalar 3 vs. 2 69 203.34 .066 .036 .925 -.061 
 3a. Partial Scalarc 3a vs. 2 70 116.25 .040 .010 .972 -.014 
         
Agreeableness 1. Configural  85 57.32 .017  .995  
 2. Metric 2 vs. 1 77 71.92 .022 .005 .991 -.004 
 3. Scalar 3 vs. 2 69 91.30 .028 .006 .984 -.007 
         
Conscientiousness 1. Configural  85 60.43 .021  .996  
 2. Metric 2 vs. 1 77 71.57 .022 .001 .995 -.001 
 3. Scalar 3 vs. 2 69 183.66 .061 .039 .957 -.038 
 3a. Partial Scalard 3a vs. 2 70 91.40 .029 .007 .990 -.005 





Table 31. Sample 2 Model Fit Comparisons for Tests of Measurement Invariance Across Time for Vocational Interests 
Interest Model Comparison df c2 RMSEA ΔRMSEA CFI ΔCFI 
Realistic 1. Configural  39 18.76 .014  1.000  
 2. Metric 2 vs. 1 35 23.63 .014 .000 .999 -.001 
 3. Scalar 3 vs. 2 31 50.29 .030 .016 .997 -.002 
         
Investigative 1. Configural  39 14.37 .000  1.000  
 2. Metric 2 vs. 1 35 30.04 .021 .021 .999 -.001 
 3. Scalar 3 vs. 2 31 201.42 .078 .057 .977 -.022 
 3a. Partial Scalara 3a vs. 2 33 34.05 .022 .001 .998 -.001 
         
Artistic 1. Configural  39 15.44 .005  1.000  
 2. Metric 2 vs. 1 35 23.08 .013 .008 .999 -.001 
 3. Scalar 3 vs. 2 31 116.03 .056 .043 .988 -.011 
 3a. Partial Scalarb 3a vs. 2 32 42.20 .027 .014 .997 -.002 
         
Social 1. Configural  39 16.99 .010  1.000  
 2. Metric 2 vs. 1 35 19.12 .002 -.008 1.000 .000 
 3. Scalar 3 vs. 2 31 59.09 .035 .033 .995 -.005 
 3a. Partial Scalarc 3a vs. 2 32 35.57 .022 .020 .998 -.002 
         
Enterprising 1. Configural  39 19.26 .015  .999  
 2. Metric 2 vs. 1 35 22.34 .012 -.003 .999 .000 
 3. Scalar 3 vs. 2 31 58.76 .035 .023 .995 -.004 
 3a. Partial Scalard 3a vs. 2 32 30.06 .017 .005 .999 .000 
         
Conventional 1. Configural  39 6.42 .000  1.000  
 2. Metric 2 vs. 1 35 9.56 .000 .000 1.000 .000 
 3. Scalar 3 vs. 2 31 74.36 .042 .042 .992 -.008 
 3a. Partial Scalare 3a vs. 2 32 26.97 .013 .013 .999 -.001 
Note. N = 1,290 at T1. For partial scalar invariance models, the intercept equality constraint was freed for the following parcels: ap2_t3 and p2_t2, 
bp1_t1, cp2_t1, dp2_t1, ep1_t1. 
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Table 32. Sample 2 Model Fit Comparisons for Tests of Measurement Invariance Across Time for Personality Traits 
Trait Model Comparison df c2 RMSEA ΔRMSEA CFI ΔCFI 
Emotional  1. Configural  39 34.57 .032  .995  
Stability 2. Metric 2 vs. 1 35 41.54 .030 -.002 .995 .000 
 3. Scalar 3 vs. 2 31 139.04 .063 .033 .972 -.023 
 3a. Partial Scalara 3a vs. 2 32 58.51 .036 .006 .991 -.004 
         
Extraversion 1. Configural  39 18.48 .014  .999  
 2. Metric 2 vs. 1 35 24.88 .016 .002 .998 -.001 
 3. Scalar 3 vs. 2 31 204.34 .079 .063 .944 -.054 
 3a. Partial Scalarb 3a vs. 2 33 42.70 .029 .013 .993 -.005 
         
Openness 1. Configural  39 25.31 .023  .997  
 2. Metric 2 vs. 1 35 39.49 .029 .006 .993 -.004 
 3. Scalar 3 vs. 2 31 327.34 .102 .073 .897 -.096 
 3a. Partial Scalarc 3a vs. 2 33 50.58 .033 .004 .990 -.003 
         
Agreeableness 1. Configural  39 38.05 .035  .990  
 2. Metric 2 vs. 1 35 49.23 .035 .000 .987 -.003 
 3. Scalar 3 vs. 2 31 138.26 .063 .028 .951 -.036 
 3a. Partial Scalard 3a vs. 2 32 75.85 .044 .009 .977 -.010 
         
Conscientiousness 1. Configural  39 15.05 .002  1.000  
 2. Metric 2 vs. 1 35 34.38 .025 .023 .996 -.004 
 3. Scalar 3 vs. 2 31 63.80 .037 .012 .993 -.003 
Note. N = 1,290 at T1. For partial scalar invariance models, the intercept equality constraint was freed for the following parcels: ap2_t1, bp1_t1 and 




Table 33. Associations Between Degree Attainment and the Intercepts and Slopes of Personality Traits and Interests in Study 2  
Sample 1 (N = 485) 
 
Sample 2 (N = 1,290) Weighted mean (N = 1,775) 
 
r (i) SE r (s) SE r (i) SE r (s) SE r (i)  r (s)  
Gender (control) -.26 .04   -.19 .03   -.21    
Cryst. Ability (control) .46 .04   -- --       
Personality Traits 
        
    
   Emotional Stability .01 .06 .41 .12 .15 .04 .06 .07 .18  .03  
   Extraversion -.01 .07 .40 .09 .16 .04 -.09 .07 .12  -.04  
   Openness -.14 .06 .10 .10 .20 .03 .06 .05 .14  .06  
   Agreeableness .11 .06 .08 .09 .16 .04 .08 .06 .14  -.01  
   Conscientiousness .19 .06 .05 .08 .20 .04 -.10 .05 .21  -.09  
Vocational Interests 
        
    
   Realistic .00 .07 -.23 .09 -.19 .04 -.10 .06 -.12  -.10  
   Investigative .09 .06 -.23 .11 .18 .04 -.09 .06 .15  -.11  
   Artistic -.07 .07 -.10 .11 .06 .03 -.07 .05 -.01  -.06  
   Social .13 .08 -.11 .09 .06 .04 -.06 .06 .03  -.07  
   Enterprising .14 .07 .01 .09 .11 .03 -.04 .06 .15  -.07  
   Conventional .10 .07 -.11 .09 -.02 .04 -.07 .06 .04  .00  
Note. R (i) indicates correlations between degree attainment and the intercept of each growth model; r (s) indicates correlations between degree 
attainment and the slope of each growth model. Bolded values indicate correlations with confidence intervals that do not include zero. All models 




Table 34. Associations Between Occupational Prestige and the Intercepts and Slopes of Personality Traits and Interests in Study 2  
Sample 1 (N = 277) 
 
Sample 2 (N = 681) Weighted mean (N = 958) 
 
r (i) SE r (s) SE r (i) SE r (s) SE r (i)  r (s)  
Gender (control) .08 .06   .03 .04   .04    
Cryst. Ability (control) .22 .06   -- --       
Personality Traits 
        
    
   Emotional Stability .25 .07 -.04 .12 .17 .06 .12 .07 .19  .07  
   Extraversion .02 .09 .08 .09 .19 .05 .04 .07 .14  .05  
   Openness -.01 .07 .08 .10 .22 .04 -.03 .05 .15  .00  
   Agreeableness .11 .08 -.24 .10 -.02 .05 .03 .06 .02  -.05  
   Conscientiousness .26 .07 -.07 .09 .17 .05 .00 .06 .19  -.02  
Vocational Interests 
        
    
   Matching Interest .29 .07 -.02 .11 .15 .04 -.02 .05 .19  -.02  
   Realistic .07 .08 -.11 .10 -.10 .05 .00 .06 -.05  -.03  
   Investigative .07 .08 -.19 .11 .18 .05 -.13 .06 .15  -.15  
   Artistic -.19 .08 -.03 .11 .06 .04 .03 .06 -.02  .01  
   Social -.03 .10 -.09 .10 .05 .05 -.09 .06 .03  -.09  
   Enterprising .25 .08 -.16 .10 .10 .05 -.03 .06 .14  -.06  
   Conventional .19 .09 .17 .09 .01 .05 -.08 .07 .06  -.01  
Note. R (i) indicates correlations between occupational prestige and the intercept of each growth model; r (s) indicates correlations between 
occupational prestige and the slope of each growth model. Bolded values indicate correlations with confidence intervals that do not include zero. 




Table 35. Associations Between Income and the Intercepts and Slopes of Personality Traits and Interests in Study 2  
Sample 1 (N = 204) 
 
Sample 2 (N = 568) Weighted mean (N = 772) 
 
r (i) SE r (s) SE r (i) SE r (s) SE r (i)  r (s)  
Gender (control) .25 .07   .27 .04   .26    
Cryst. Ability (control) .14 .08   -- --       
Personality Traits 
        
    
   Emotional Stability .13 .09 .42 .14 .07 .06 .26 .07 .09  .30  
   Extraversion .06 .10 .30 .10 .24 .06 .10 .07 .19  .15  
   Openness -.01 .08 -.17 .11 -.03 .05 -.10 .05 -.03  -.11  
   Agreeableness -.14 .09 -.04 .11 -.09 .06 .07 .06 -.10  .04  
   Conscientiousness .09 .09 .12 .10 .18 .05 .11 .05 .15  .11  
Vocational Interests 
        
    
   Matching Interest .12 .09 .05 .12 .05 .05 -.01 .05 .07  .01  
   Realistic .07 .09 .01 .11 -.01 .05 .01 .06 .01  .01  
   Investigative -.02 .09 -.10 .12 .08 .06 -.09 .06 .05  -.09  
   Artistic -.14 .09 -.13 .12 -.14 .05 .05 .05 -.14  .00  
   Social .04 .11 -.23 .10 .04 .06 -.11 .06 .04  -.14  
   Enterprising .12 .10 .17 .11 .18 .05 -.02 .06 .16  .03  
   Conventional .11 .10 .04 .11 .10 .05 -.07 .06 .10  -.04  
Note. R (i) indicates correlations between income and the intercept of each growth model; r (s) indicates correlations between income and the 
slope of each growth model. Bolded values indicate correlations with confidence intervals that do not include zero. All models control for the 






Table 36. Associations Between Career Satisfaction and the Intercepts and Slopes of Personality Traits and Interests in Study 2  
Sample 1 (N = 205) 
 
Sample 2 (N = 577) Weighted mean (N = 782) 
 
r (i) SE r (s) SE r (i) SE r (s) SE r (i)  r (s)  
Gender (control) .06 .07   .11 .04   .10    
Cryst. Ability (control) .05 .08   -- --       
Personality Traits 
        
    
   Emotional Stability .35 .08 .21 .13 .12 .06 .39 .08 .18  .34  
   Extraversion .08 .10 .35 .09 .23 .06 .32 .09 .19  .32  
   Openness -.17 .08 .08 .11 -.03 .05 .09 .05 -.07  .08  
   Agreeableness .14 .09 .05 .11 .01 .06 .15 .06 .04  .12  
   Conscientiousness .10 .09 .22 .09 .21 .05 .25 .06 .18  .24  
Vocational Interests 
        
    
   Matching Interest .22 .09 .04 .12 .02 .05 .09 .05 .07  .08  
Note. R (i) indicates correlations between career satisfaction and the intercept of each growth model; r (s) indicates correlations between career 
satisfaction and the slope of each growth model. Bolded values indicate correlations with confidence intervals that do not include zero. All models 




Table 37. Associations Between Job Satisfaction and the Intercepts and Slopes of Personality Traits and Interests in Study 2  
Sample 1 (N = 205) 
 
Sample 2 (N = 577) Weighted mean (N = 782) 
 
r (i) SE r (s) SE r (i) SE r (s) SE r (i)  r (s)  
Gender (control) .15 .07    .01 .04   .05    
Cryst. Ability (control) .10 .08   -- --       
Personality Traits 
        
    
   Emotional Stability .28 .09 -.04 .13 .14 .06 .05 .07 .18  .03  
   Extraversion .09 .10 .28 .09 .19 .06 .10 .07 .16  .14  
   Openness -.07 .08 -.03 .11 .06 .05 .00 .05 .03  -.01  
   Agreeableness .15 .09 .22 .10 .04 .06 .08 .06 .06  .12  
   Conscientiousness .18 .09 .11 .09 .08 .05 .03 .06 .11  .05  
Vocational Interests 
        
    
   Matching Interest .32 .08 -.04 .11 .08 .05 -.02 .05 .14  -.02  
Note. R (i) indicates correlations between job satisfaction and the intercept of each growth model; r (s) indicates correlations between job 
satisfaction and the slope of each growth model. Bolded values indicate correlations with confidence intervals that do not include zero. All models 
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